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SENATE
TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1932
(Legislative day of Monday, March 21, 1932)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the following bills of the Senate:

5.3237. An act fo legalize a bridge across the Mississippi
River at Grand Rapids, Minn.; and

S.3322. An act to transfer certain jurisdiction from the
War Department in the management of Indian country.

The message also Announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 3706) for the temporary relief of water users on
irrigation projects constructed and operated under the recla-
mation law, with amendments, in which it requesied the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had
passed the following bhills, each with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate:

5.3282. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Bay of
San Francisco from the Rincon Hill district in San Francisco
by way of Goat Island to Oakland; and

5.3409. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to sell cerfain unused Indian cemefery reserves on the
Wichita Indian Reservafion in Oklahoma to provide funds
for purchase of other suifable burial sites for the Wichita
Indians and affiliated bands.

The message also announced that the House had passed
bills of the following titles, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate:

H.R.4594. An act to fix the rate of postage on publica-
tions mailed at the post office of entry for delivery at
another post office within the postal district in which the
headquarters or general business offices of the publisher are
located;

H.R.5603. An act to authorize the conveyance by the
United States to the State of Minnesota of lot 4, section 18,
township 131 north, range 29 west, in the county of Morri-
son, Minn.;

H. R. 6444, An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy,
in his discretion, to-deliver to the custody of the Alabama
Society of Fine Arts the silver service presented to the
United States for the U. S. S. Monigomery;

H.R.7518. An act to amend an act entifled “An act ex-
tending certain privileges of canal employees to other offi-
cials on the Canal Zone and authorizing the President to
make rules and regulations :affecting health, sanitation,
quarantine, taxation, public roads, self-propelled vehicles,
and police powers on the Canal Zone, and for other purposes,
including provision as to certain fees, money orders, and
interest deposits,” approved August 21, 1916;

H.R.7519. An act to amend the Penal Code of the Canal
Zone;

H.R.7520. An act to amend the Code of Criminal Pro-
cedure for the Canal Zone;

H.R.8379. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
souri River at or near Arrow Rock, Mo.;

H.R.8394. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
souri River at or near St. Charles, Mo.;

H.R.8396. An act to extend the times for commenci.ng
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Rock
River at or near Prophetstown, Ill.;

H.R. 8506. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Ma-
honing River at New Castle, Lawrence County, Pa.;
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H.R.8548. An act authorizing the adjustment of the
boundaries of the Siuslaw National Forest, in the State of
Oregon, and for other purposes;

H.R.8696. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the St.
Lawrence River near Alexandria Bay, N. Y.;

H.R. 8907. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas-
;rtyé to acquire land adjoining Lawrence (Mass.) post-office

H.R. 8923, An act authorizing transfer of an unused por-
tion of the United States Range Livestock Experiment Sta-
tion, Montana, to the State of Montana for use as a fish-
cultural station, game reserve, and public recreation ground,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 9066. An act fo extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Missis-
sippi River at or near Tenth Street, in Bettendorf, Iowa;

H. R, 9264. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a free highway bridge
across the St. Francis River at or near Madison, Ark., on
State Highway No. 70;

H.R.9266. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridege across the St.
Francis River at or near Lake City, Ark.;

H. R, 9598. An act to authorize increased expenditures for
the enforce.nent of the contract-labor provisions of the im-
migration law; and

H. R. 10362. An act to require the approval of the general
council of the Seminocle Tribe or Nation in case of the dis-
posal of any tribal land.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum. ’
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Dale Kendrick Shep
Austin Davis Eeyes Bhipstead
Balley Dickinson King Shortridge
Bankhead D Logan Smith
Barbour Fess Long Smoot
Barkley Fletcher McGill Btelwer
Bingham Frazier McEKellar Thomas, Idaho
Black George McNary Thomas, Okla.
Blaine Glass Metcalf Townsend
Borah Glenn Morrison Trammell
Bratton Goldshorough Moses Tydings
Broussard Gore Neely Vandenberg
Bulkley Harrison Norbeck Wagner
Bulow Hatfield Norris Walcott
Byrnes Hawes Nye Walsh, Mass,
Capper Hayden Oddle Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Hebert Patterson Waterman
Carey Howell Pittman Watson
Coolidge Hull Reed Wheeler
Copeland Johnson Robinson, Ark. White

Jones Robinson, Ind.
Couzens Eean Bchall

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I was requested to announce
that the Senator from Maine [Mr. HaLe] is detained from
the Senate on account of illness. I ask that this announce-
ment may stand for the day.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I desire to announce that my colleague
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. Hastmngs] is un-
avoidably detained from the Senate. I will let this an-
nouncement stand for the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that my colleague
the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLLy] is neces-
sarily absent because of a death in his family.

Mr. GEORGE. My colleague the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Harris] is still detained from the Senate be-
cause of illness. I will let this announcement stand for the
day.

Mr. GLASS. I wish to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] is absent in
attendance upon the disarmament conference at Geneva.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an-
swered fo their names. A quorum is present.
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BAY OF SAN FRANCISCO BRIDGE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 3282)
to extend the times for commencing and completing the
construction of a bridge across the Bay of San Francisco
from the Rincon Hill district in San Francisco by way of
Goat Island to Oakland, which was, on page 1, line 10, to
strike out “ seven ” and insert * five.”

Mr. JOHNSON. I move that the amendment made by
the House be accepted by the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

DESTRUCTIVE STORM IN ALABAMA

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, in the last few hours a
dreadful storm has swept over Alabama and other Southern
States. A few momenis ago I received a telegram from my
native county, which was not mentioned in the original
press reports, which telegram states that extensive damage
and destruction occurred there.

It is not yet known how many people have been killed
or how many people have been injured. According to the
last reports I have received, there are more than 100 who
are known to be dead and perhaps the number of injured
will mount into the thousands. The condition is widespread
over the State. Coming at this time, when it is known that
desolation and distress are in existence throughout the en-
tire country, it makes the situation far more appalling. It
is my information that the Red Cross has already estab-
lished headquarters in Birmingham and is busy on its mis-
sion of universal relief,

At the present time, as I stated, it is impossible to measure
or even to estimate the loss of life, the number of injured,
or the loss of property. The State of Alabama is shocked
by the catastrophe and grieved by this sudden and awful
calamity, At this time I do not desire to do anything more
than simply invite the attention of the Senate to the
tragedy. I have sent messages to Alabama officials, to the
Red Cross, and to other citizens in an effort to ascertain
if any immediate help other than that which is being sup-
plied is absolutely imperative. If it is, I have not the slight-
est doubt that the Congress, in line with the humanitarian
custom which has grown up through the years, will be ready
to act generously and expeditiously.

If additional help should be needed, I shall present an
appropriate resolution and I have no doubt as to the action
this body will take. At the present time I simply desire
to call the attention of the Senate to this widespread trag-
edy which has brought so much grief and sorrow to the
hearts of the people of my State and, I feel, of the people
throughout the entire Nation.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I desire to express the hope
that the catastrophe is not so bad as now indicated, but I
am sure the Congress will take whatever action may be
necessary under the circumstances.

AID OF DISTRESSED CITIZENS

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I would like
to have the attention of the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep].

Some time ago, more than two months ago, I introduced
a joint resolution providing that the War Department
should be ready legally to act in an emergency like this.
‘When the joint resolution was introduced I called attention to
a situation then existing in my State. I was promised at that
time that the measure would have immediate consideration
and, of course, I naturally thought immediate attention
and report. The joint resolution in time was referred to
a special committee. The special committee acted and re-
ported back to the main Committee on Military Affairs.
The full Committee on Military Affairs reported the joint
resolution favorably; it came before this body for consid-
eration within a day or two; but for some reason it was
ordered recommitted to the committee, and it is now slum-
bering there, I presume, peacefully. I have done as much
as I can to get the joint resolution out of the committee
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without calling upon the Senate; and at this time, in order
that the Senate may pass upon the matter, I should like to
ask the chairman of the committee the status of this par-
ticular piece of proposed legislation.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wash-
ington yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wash-
ington yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania for the pur-
pose indicated?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. REED. The joint resolution to which the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. TaoMas] refers was recommitted to the
Committee on Military Affairs because we received a report
from the War Department making it plain to us that the
passage of the measure was entirely unnecessary. The War
Department in that report, a copy of which I furnished the
Senator from Oklahoma, called our attention to the fact
that the department is now and has for years past been
affording every relief in its power by supplying tentage, blan-
kets, cots, and food in cases where calamities bring suffering
and need, and that at the time the Senator from Oklahoma
introduced his joint resolution the War Department was ac-
tually engaged in rendering such relief in Oklahoma to peo-
ple in distress there. In Alabama to-day such relief is be-
ing extended, if it is needed, and doubtless there are places
in which it is needed. The committee, therefore, decided to
take no action on the joint resolution because the committee
felt that its passage would be entirely unnecessary.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, if I may say
just another word——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Here is the exact status of
this matter: When a calamity happens in the country and
an appeal is made to the War Department, if the War De-
partment desires to act it does so; but if it does not desire
to act, it sets up the claim that the law prohibits its action.
I hayve word from the Secretary of War in writing that he
has to violate the law every time he acts favorably in re-
sponse to such appeals. I can produce the lefter. I do not
care to make it public, but if any Senator desires to see it I
will produce the letter. In it the Secretary of War states
that every time he grants relief in response to an appeal of
this kind he is forced to disobey the law, to waive it, and set
it aside.

I am not trying to have the Secretary of War do anything
contrary to public policy or to extend any relief which is not
merited and deserved, but I do want fo fake away from
him the opportunity of making the objection, when he does
not see fit to act, that there is a law in the way, I should
like to see this joint resolution become a law, Mr. Pregident;
and if I can have no assurance that a report will be made
upon the measure and that it will be brought before this
body, I will enter a motion that the committee be discharged
from the further consideration of this particular piece of
legislation, and at the proper time I shall call that motion
forth.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I do not see any reason why
the committee should reverse its decision; but, of course, the
Senator may move to discharge the committee from the con-
sideration of the joint resclution if he wishes to do so.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I wish to enter a motion,
Mr, President, to discharge the Committee on Military Affairs
from the further consideration of the joint resolution (S. J.
Res. 80) authorizing the Secretary of War to furnish equip-
ment, goods, and supplies to governors and acting governors
for use in aid of distressed citizens.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma will be entered.

EXPENDITURES OF CHILDREN'S BUREAU

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, if the Senator from Wash-
ington will yield further, I desire to say that on yesterday
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I made reference to a statement of the expenses of the
Children’s Bureau, but I neglected to call attention to the
fact that the figures I then gave did not contain the allot-
ment made to that bureau for printing, That item has been
furnished me by the department, and amounts to $70,000, so
that the actual cost of the Children’s Bureau during the past
year has been $465,000.

In this connection, Mr. President, let me say further that
I have received a letter from the Secretary of Labor explain-
ing the activities of the Children's Bureau and the neces-
sity for the appropriation for it, which in all fairness I ask
to have printed in the Recorp. Personally, as is well known,
I think that the bureau has gone far beyond the scope in-
tended when it was established, at which time it was said
that not more than $50,000 would ever be needed for its
purposes, whereas at the present time it is spending nearly
$500,000.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
letter will be printed in the REcorbp.

The letter referred to is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, March 17, 1932.

Without objection, the

Hon. HiraM BINGHAM,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeEnaTor: Confirming our conversation of this morning
regarding the proposed reduction of $100,000 in the appropriation
for the Children's Bureau, recommended by the Senate Committee
on Appropriations in H. R. 9349, T am to give you the fol-
lowing information regarding the .work of this bureau:

The regular work of the Children’s Bureau includes research in
the fields of maternal and child health, child labor, recreation,
dependency, and delinquency, and the preparation and distribu-
tion of popular and scientific bulletins. This research is of two
kinds: One, special studles of particular subjects, usually carried
on in particular localities; and, two, the assembling of current
statistical information in certain fields covering the entire country
or a large number of representative States and communities,

Those engaged in child-health and child-welfare work through-
out the country look to the Children's Bureau for reliable infor-
mation as a basis for planning local and State programs.

Among the special studies now being carried on, the reports of
some of which are practically completed, are the following: A
study of maternal deaths in 15 States, covering 7,637 deaths, for
which histories were obtained by physicians on the staff of the
Children's Bureau or of State departments of health, this study
having been planned by an advisory committee of physicians and
carried on with the approval of State medical societles; a study
of the deaths and illness of infants under 1 month of age, being
carried on in cooperation with the pediatrics department of the
Yale University School of Medicine and the New Haven Hospital;
studies of rickets in children, carried on In Wi n, New
Haven, and Porto Rico; studies of the welfare of children of work-
ing mothers; studies of minors injured in industrial accidents;
studies of State and county welfare organization and of the pre-
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency.

The Children's Bureau maintains no permanent field offices,
since its work covers the entire country and the nature of its
investigations do not ordinarily require that employees remain in
any one place for an extended period. This accounts for the
large proportion of the bureau's staffl which has headquarters in
Waal:;;ngton. the employees being sent wherever their services are
Ereded.

Heavy demands are made upon the Children's Bureau by other
governmental agencies, and these demands have Increased because
of needs growing out of the unemployment situation. The bu-
reau is reporting monthly to the President's Organization for
Employment Relief concerning relief to families and to transient
and homeless persons in many cities of 50,000 and over. These
statistics are used by the President's committee and by local
organizations as a basis for planning local relief programs. The
service is an outgrowth of the social statistics being gathered in
42 metropolitan areas through the cooperation of community
chests and counecils. Again, at the request of the President's
committee, the Children's Bureau has been conducting studies of
child welfare in certain areas of extreme depression, especially
coal-mining communities, and the facts thus gathered led to the
school feeding activities undertaken in several States by the
American Friends Service Committee.

Statistics of the trend in child labor In a number of States
and communities and of cases dealt with by juvenile courts in
nearly 100 communities are compiled regularly.

The bureau publishes each year a summary of Btate legisla-
tion relating to child welfare and 1s constantly called upon for
information as to State laws on various subjects.

Last summer the Attorney General requested the Children’s
Bureau to cooperate with the Department of Justice In working
out a plan for more adequate treatment of juvenile offenders who
violate Federal laws. The bureau is now assisting in developing
plans which will promote assumption of responsibility for many
of these cases by local and State courtis and institutions.
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The Children’s Bureau recelves each year an allotment from
the Department of Labor appropriation for printing. During the
present fiscal year the allotment is $70,000. Of this amount ap-
proximately $52,000 will be spent for popular bulletins and fold-
ers, $12,000 for new and revised publications, and the remainder
for other reprints and miscellaneous printing, Including the print-
ing of field schedules and reports of current statistics. It will be
seen that most of the printing expense of the Children's Bureau
is for the popular bulletins, chiefly Prenatal Care, Infant Care, Child
Care, and Child Management. This year the free distribution of these
popular bulletins will amount to more than a million copies, and
in addition large numbers are sold through the Government
Printing Office. The number thus sold in 1930 amounted to
285,741 copiles, in payment of which $15,612.17 was received. The
bureau is never able to meet the demand for these bulletins and
develops sales as far as possible.

It is necessary for the bureau to exercise the greatest possible
economy in connection with its printing. Editions of technical
bulletins are limited to not more than 3,000 copies, and these
bulletins are never sent out to the malling list without notices of
their issuance first being sent to those on the malling list. If a
response is received to this notice indicating a desire to have a
copy, it is furnished so far as the free supply permits. In this
way the malling list is kept up to date and publications are not
wasted. All material is carefully prepared with a view to elimi-
nating nonessential matter. Increases in printing costs due to
higher rates established by the Government Printing Office have
been heavy.

The proposed reduction of $100,000 in the appropriation for the
Children's Bureau would very seriously cripple ifs work, and I
sincerely hope that the amount may be restored by the Senate.

Cordially yours,
W. N. Doax, Secretary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. ASHURST presented resolutions adopted by Henry
Berry Post, No. 4, the American Legion, of Globe, Ariz.,
favoring the making of adequate appropriations for the
national defense and profesting against any proposal to
reduce the appropriations for the War Department, which
were referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. BARBOUR presented the pefition of the executive
board of the League of Women Voters of Plainfield and
North Plainfield, N. J., favoring international disarmament,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

He also presented a petition of 568 citizens of Short Hills
and vicinity, in the State of New Jersey, praying that the
United States be not involved in the far eastern ecrisis,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. CAPPER presenfed a petition of sundry citizens,
being ex-service men, of Harvey County, Kans., praying for
the passage of legislation providing cash payment of
adjusted-service compensation certificates (bonus), which
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Chanute
and Kansas City, Kans., remonstrating against the passage
of legislation providing for the closing of barber shops on
Sunday in the District of Columbia or other restrictive re-
ligious measures, which were referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

He also presented petitions of the Ladies' Union of the
Christian Church of Stockton, and sundry citizens of Ken-
dall, in the State of Kansas, praying for the maintenance of
the prohibition law and its enforcement, and protesting
against any measure looking toward its modification or
repeal, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. JONES presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Port Townsend, Wash., remonstrating against the passage of
legislation providing for the closing of barber shops on
Sunday in the District of Columbia or other restrictive re-
ligious measures, which was referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia,

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Tacoma,
Wash., praying for the passage of legislation known as the
Dill bill, providing for checking accounts in the postal
savings banks, which was referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Northwest,
West End, Eckington, and Mary Pelbock chapters of the
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, all of Washington,
D. C., protesting against the proposed resubmission of the
eighteenth amendment of the Constitution to the States,
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and favoring the making of adequate appropriations for
law enforcement and education in law observance, which
were referred to the Commitfee on the Judiciary.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of Clear Lake; the Ballard
Chapter of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union of
Seattle; the Omak Chulow Chapter of the Woman’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union of Omak, and Everett Lodge, No.
281, I. O. G. T, of Everett, all in the State of Washington,
protesting against the proposed resubmission of the eight-
eenth amendment of the Constitution to the States, and
favoring the making of adequate appropriations for law en-
forcement and education in law observance, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Albion
and Wickersham, in thé State of Washington, praying for
the maintenance of the prohibition law and its enforcement,
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Kent,
Wash., remonstrating against the proposed repeal of the
eighteenth amendment of the Constitution or the resubmis-
sion of the prohibition amendment to State conventions or
legislatures, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Thorn-
ton, Whitman County, Wash., praying for the maintenance
of the eighteenth amendment of the Constitution and the
Volstead Act, and favoring the passage of legislation pro-
viding that States seeking to nullify the eighteenth amend-
ment of the Constitution be not allowed to have military
training camps within their borders, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. COPELAND presented several memorials of sundry
citizens of New York and New Jersey, remonstrating against
the passage of legislation providing for the closing of barber
shops on Sunday in the District of Columbia or other re-
strictive religious measures, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

‘WORLD DISARMAMENT

Mr. COPELAND also presented a letter from citizens of
Syracuse, N. Y., with an accompanying article printed in
the Post-Standard of Syracuse, N. Y., of the 15th instant,
entitled “ For Universal Arms Reduction,” which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to
be printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

Syracusg, N. Y., March 13, 1932.
Hon. RovAL 8. COPELAND,

Senate Chamter, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: The Geneva Conference on Disarmament is meeting

under peculiarly difficult circumstances. The conflict in the Far
East is being used to discourage a general reduction of arms
under the belief that had China been as well armed as Japan
there would have been no Japanese intervention in Manchuria.
Is not the contrary equally true—that had there been an agree-
ment between the nations of the world, Japan and China in-
cluded, by which all were reducing arms, the Japanese military
party would not have ventured on a career of conquest. In other
words. if the disarmament conference could have met earlier to
carry out the provisions for universal disarmament anticipated
in the treaty of Versailles, the world might have been spared the
spectacle of two countries in deadly conflict, while their repre-
sentatives are among the 60 nations met to discuss reduction of
arms.
A counterweight to this unhappy situation is the overwhelming
expression of popular will to disarm throughout the world, repre-
sented by millions of signatures to petitions presented to the dis-
armament conference from citizens of most of the countries par-
tieipating, including more than a hundred and fifty thousand
from Japan and China.

We take pride in the stand taken by our delegates to the dis-
armament conferernce for the policy of universal reduction of arms
coupled with abolition of the more frightful means of warfare,
and we rejoice that this program has been followed by a ma-
Jjority of nations. We view with misgiving, however, the reluctance
of some to join in a determined effort to limit the tools of war.

In our desire to uphold our delegates and to assure them of
their country’s backing we call upon you, our representative in
the Senate, which will have the duty of acting upon whatever
measures are adopted at Geneva, to convey to Mr. Hugh Gibson
and his associates of the United States delegation our assurance
that we are prepared to support them in every reasonable effort

to bring about marked and progressive reduction of international
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armaments for the purpose of realizing the disarmament pro-
visign.s of the Versailles treaty and implementing the KEellogg
pact.

CHARLES W. ANDREWS.

LCora G. 5. HAZARD.

WmLiaM E. MOSHER.

MarioN R. Furtow (Mrs. A. C.).

ANNA M. Lucmo (Mrs. M. M.).

T. AArRON LEVY.

Ev1zaserH CANOUGH (Mrs. W. F.).

ArLmus OLVER.

M. LEsLEY WEST,

MarTHA H, PHILLIPS (Mrs. Henry).

Eowarp N. TRUMP. .

BENJAMIN STOLZ.

[From the Post-Standard, of Syracuse, N. Y., March 16, 1932]
FOR UNIVERSAL ARMS REDUCTION

To THE EDITOR OF THE POST-STANDARD:

May we claim the courtesy of your columns for two open
letters? The first is to the Senators of New York State.

GENTLEMEN: The Geneva Conference on Disarmament is meet-
ing under peculiarly difficult circumstances. The conflict in the
Far East is being used fo discourage a general reduction of arms
under the belief that had China been as well armed as Japan
there would have been no Japanese intervention in Manchuria.
Is not the contrary equally true—that had there been an agree-
ment between the nations of the world, Japan and China included,
by which all were reducing arms, the Japanese military party
would not have ventured on a career of conquest?

In other words, if the disarmament conference could have met
earlier to carry out the provisions for universal disarmament antic-
ipated in the treaty of Versailles, the world might have been spared
the spectacle of two countries in deadly conflict, while their repre-
sentatives are among the 60 nations met to discuss reduction of
arms,

A counterweight to this unhappy situation is the overwhelming
expression of popular will to disarm throughout the world, repre-
sented by millions of signatures to petitions presented to the dis-
armament conference from citizens of most of the countries par-
ticipating, including more than 150,000 from Japan and China.

We take pride in the stand taken by our delegates to the dis-
armament conference for a policy of universal reduction of arms
coupled with abolition of the more frightful means of warfare,
and we rejoice that this program has been followed by a majority
of nations. We view with misgiving, however, the reluctance of
some to join in a determined effort to limit the tools of war.

In our desire to uphold our delegates, and to assure them of
their country's backing, we call upon you, our representatives in
the Senate, which will have the duty of acting upon whatever
measures are adopted at Geneva, to convey to Mr. Hugh Gibson
and his associates of the United States delegation, our assurance
that we are prepared to support them in every reasonable effort to
bring about marked and progressive reduction of international
armaments, for the purpose of realizing the disarmament provi-
sions of the Versailles treaty, and implementing the Eellogg pact.

CHARLES W. ANDREWS.

Dora G. 8. HAZARD.

WinLiam E. MosHER.

MarioN R. Furron (Mrs. A. C.).
Anvwa M. Lucmo (Mrs. M. M.).
T. AaroN LEVY.

EL1ZABETH CANOUGH (Mrs. W.F.).
Armus OLIVER.

M. LesLey WEST.

MarTHA H. PHILLIPS (Mrs. Henry).
Epwarp N. TRUMP.

BENJAMIN STOLZ.

And the second letter:

To VOTERS oF NEw YORK STATE:

If you are in sympathy with this letter, will you not write briefly,
in accordance with the last paragraph, but in your own words, to
your Senators, Hon. RoserT F. WacNER and Hon. Rovar 8, Core-
LAND, addressing them at the Senate Office Building, Washington,
D. C.? They have no means of knowing your opinion unless you
voice it. And this moment is critical for the disarmament con-
ference and for the world. .

% MarioN R. FULTON.

PAYMENT OF WORLD WAR ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask leave to present a peti-
tion from the Legislature of the State of South Carolina,
and ask that it may be printed in the Recorp and properly
referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the rule, all com-
munications from State legislatures are printed in the
Recorp. The petition presented by the Senator from South
Carolina will be printed in the Recorp and properly re-
ferred.

The petition, in the form of a resolution, was referred
to the Committee on Finance, and it is as follows: :
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A concurrent resolution memorializing the President of the United
States and National Congress to pass a bill to pay the soldiers
of the World War adjusted-service certificates

Whereas, due to the economic conditions and the depression
now prevailing everywhere, there is dire need of relief by everyone;
and

Whereas the World War veterans are needing help now more
than at any time since the close of the war; and

Whereas the amount due the World War veterans for certifi-
cates for service on adjusted compensation will assist these de-
serving soldiers who risked their lives in responding to the call
of the Unlted States Government; and

Whereas there is before Congress a bill appropriating the
amount due on adjusted compensation to World War veterans:
Therefore be it

Resolved by the house of representatives (ithe senate con-
curring), That Congress be urged to pass the bill and pay the
soldiers the amount due them

Sec. 2. That copies of this resclution be sent to the President,
Vice President, and Speaker of the National House of Repre-
sentatives, requesting favorable action.

B8ec. 3. That coples be sent to United States Senators E. D.
Smrte and James F. Byenes, and each of the seven Congressmen
from South Carolina, with request that speedy favorable action
be taken.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Columbia, 8. C., March 21, 1932.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolu-
tion adopted by the house of representatives and concurred in
by the senate.

[sEAL.] J. WiLsoN GIBBES,

Clerk of the House.

PETITION OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS CIVIC AND INDUSTRIAL ASSOCIATION

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I present a petition from
the Virgin Islands Civic and Industrial Association and ask
that the body of the petition may be printed in the Recorp
and the petition referred to the Committee on Territories
and Insular Affairs.

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the
Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs, and the body
thereof was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[The Virgin Islands Civic and Industrial Association (in coopera-
tion with the new civil government of the Virgin Islands to help
Virgin Islanders help themselves). Temporary headquarters, 239
West One hundred and thirty-sixth Street, New York, N. Y.]

Petition to the Seventy-second Congress of the United States of
America from natives of 8t. Thomas, St. Jan, and St. Croix,
Virgin Islands, United Btates of Ameriea, resident in Continental
United States

Honorable Congressmen.:

Pursuant to the enactment of a law passed by the Senate and
House of Representatives of the United States of America in the
Fifty-ninth Congress assembled, full rights of citizenship were
granted to certain natives of the Virgin Islands, United States of
America, on February 25, 1927.

Bection 2 (b) of this law reads that all natives of the Virgin
Islands of the United States who on January 17, 1817, resided in
the United States or Porto Rico, and who are not citizens or sub-
jects of any foreigh country, if not ineligible to citizenship, may
upon petition filed within one year after the effective date of this
act, and upon full and complete compliance of all other provisions
of the naturalization laws, be naturalized without making declara-
tion of intention.

It is further declared that all natives of the Virgin Islands,
United States of America, residing in foreign countries on January
17, 1917, and on February 25, 1927, be considered “non quota”
immigrants.

In defense of this petition, it must be clearly and definitely
understood that the 5,000 (more or less) natives resident in the
United States classified under section 2 (b) of this act did not
take advantage of the “1 year " grant to secure citizenship papers
without making declaration of intention because they were totally
ignorant of the existence of this particular clause, When Con-
gress granted citizenship on February 25, 1927, it was and is still
the belief of at least 90 per cent of the natives resident in the
United States that by reason of their failure to appear before a
Danish court of record within one year after the transfer they were
held to have renounced it and to have accepted citizenship in the
United States to Article VI of the sale treaty.

What is true of natives resident in the United States is also true
of natives residing in foreign countries, and as a result Virgin
Islanders representing several thousand migrants are now ex-
patriates from the land of their birth, They are denied the privi-
lege of properly cooperating with their kindred and others in the
islands and are by every line of reasoning *“a people without a
flag or country.”

The law governing citizenship of Virgin Islanders effective Feb-
ruary 25, 1927, in its various ramifications has caused chaos and
confusion In that it allenates parent from child and discourages
those who are desirous of returning to the islands to participate
in Its rehabilitation program. This is admitted in the report of
Gov. Paul M. Pearson to the President of the United States, recom-
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mending that justice be given to all Virgin Islanders n
full rights of cjltizemsl:l.lp.gi T panthe
In view of these indisputable facts we hereby petition your hon-
orable body of the Seventy-second Congress assembled, to gratify
the expectation, hopes, yearnings, and aspirations of Virgin Island-
ers by putting into immediate and unhesitating effect a law grant-
ing full rights of citizenship to all native-born Virgin Islanders
who have not retained their Danish citizenship, and who are not
citizens of any foreign country, regardless of where they resided
on January 17, 1017, or on February 25, 1027.
Respectfully submitted.
AsHLEY L. ToTTEN, President.
Awpeew C. PEbRO, Ezecutive Secretary.
(And others.)

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. AUSTIN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted geports thereon:

S. 2246. An act for the relief of Lawrence Dowling (Rept.
No. 438) and
43?). R. 2285. An act for the relief of Dock Leach (Rept. No.

Mr. SCHALL, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (8. 3477) for the relief of the Playa
de Flor Land & Improvement Co., reported it without
amendment and submitted a report (No. 440) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (S. 4170) to extend the provisions of the forest
exchange act to lands adjacent to the national forests in the
State of Washington; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. KEAN:

A bill (S. 4171) for the relief of Martin-Walsh (Inc.); to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LOGAN:

A bill (S. 4172) granting an increase of pension to William
G. Patiton; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DILL:

A bill (S. 4173) for the relief of Dennis F. Collins; and

A bill (S, 4174) for the relief of John E. Meehan; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (S. 4175) granting a pension to Charles T. Kineth
(with accompanying papers) ; fo the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma:

A bill (S. 4176) for the relief of Samuel C. Sparks (with
an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. REED:

A bill (S. 4177) to authorize increased expenditures for the
enforcement of the contract-labor provisions of the immi-
gration law; to the Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD: -

A bill (8. 4178) to amend section 8 of the act entitled “An
act for preventing the manufacture, sale, or transportation
of adulterated or misbranded or poisonous or deleterious
foods, drugs, medicines, and liquors, and for regulating
traffic therein, and for other purposes,” approved June 30,
1806, as amended, relating to misbranded foods; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. WHEELER:

A bill (S. 4179) to provide funds for cooperation with the
school board at Poplar, Mont., in the completion of the high-
school building there to be available to Indian children of
the Fort Peck Indian Reservation; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

A bill (8. 4180) granting a pension to James Conroy; to
the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (S. 4181) to provide equipment for Hardin Post,
No. 8, American Legion, of Montana, to be used in conduct-
ing military funerals at Custer Battlefield National Ceme-
tery, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. DAVIS:

A bill (S. 4182) granting a pension to Leon P. Chesley; to
the Committee on Pensions.
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AMENDMENT TO EMERGENCY HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION BILL—
RELIEF OF UNEMPLOYMENT

Mr. WAGNER submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9642) fo authorize supple-
mental appropriations for emergency highway construction
with a view to inereasing employment, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred as indicated below:

H.R.4594. An act to fix the rate of postage on publica-
tions mailed at the post office of entry for delivery at another
post office within the postal district in which the head-
quarters or general business offices of the publisher are
located: to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

H.R.6444. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy,
in his discretion, to deliver to the custody of the Alabama
Society of Fine Arts the silver service presented to the
United States for the U. S. S. Montgomery; to the Commit-
tee on Naval Affairs.

H.R.8907. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to acquire land adjoining Lawrence (Mass,) post-office
site; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

H.R.8923. An act authorizing transfer of an unused por-
tion of the United States Range Livestock Experiment Sta-
tion, Montana, to the State of Montana for use as a fish-cul-
tural station, game reserve, and public recreation ground,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

H. R. 9598. An act to authorize increased expenditures for
the enforcement of the contract-labor provisions of the im-
migration law; to the Committee on Immigration.

H.R.10362. An act to require the approval of the Gen-
eral Council of the Seminole Tribe or Nation in case of the
disposal of any tribal land; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

H.R.5603. An act to authorize the conveyance by the
United States to the State of Minnesota of lot 4, section
18, township 131 north, range 29 west, in the county of
Morrison, Minn.; and

H.R.8548. An act authorizing the adjustment of the
boundaries of the Siuslaw National Forest, in the State of
Oregon, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands and Surveys.

H.R.7518. An act to amend an act entitled “An act ex-
tending certain privileges of canal employees to other offi-
cials on the Canal Zone and authorizing the President to
make rules and regulations affecting health, sanitation,
guarantine, taxation, public roads, self-propelled vehicles,
and police powers on the Canal Zone, and for other pur-
poses, including provision as to certain fees, meney orders,
and interest deposits,” approved August 21, 1916;

H.R.T7519. An act to amend the penal code of the Canal
Zone; and

H.R.7520. An act to amend the Code of Criminal Pro-
cedure for the Canal Zone; to the Committee on Inter-
oceanic Canals.

H.R.8379. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
souri River at or near Arrow Rock, Mo.;

H.R.8394. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
souri River at or near St. Charles, Mo.;

H. R. 8396. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State of Illinois to construct a free highway bridge across
the Rock River at or near Phophetstown, Ill.;

H.R.8506. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the
Mahoning River at New Castle, Lawrence County, Pa.;

H. R. 8696. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the St. Law-
rence River near Alexandria Bay, N. ¥.;

H.R.9066. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis-
sissippi River at or near Tenth Street in Bettendorf, Iowa;
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H.R.9264. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a free highway bridge
across the St. Francis River at or near Madison, Ark. on
State Highway No. 70; and

H.R.9266. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the St.
Francis River at or near Lake City, Ark.; to the Committee
on Commerce.

PROPOSED TWENTIETH AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR WALSH OF MONTANA

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp an address delivered by the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. WaLsH] over the radio last night
upon the subject of the twentieth amendment to the
Constitution.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

On the 3d day of March, in this year of grace 1932, there was
transmitted to the Secretary of State, upon the concurrence of the
two Houses of Congress, for certification to the legislatures of the
various States for ratification in accordance with the fifth article
of the Constitution, the twentieth amendment thereto, commonly
known as the lame-duck amendment. So responsive is it to
popular sentiment that, having passed the Senate with but 7 dis-
sentient votes, and the House with but 56, it was ratified by the
Legislature of the staid old State of Virginia even before the reso-
lution of the Congress in the premises had been formally and
officially submitted to the body so acting, and like action was
promptly taken by the Legislature of the State of New York, just
about to adjourn for the session, when the proposal was lald before
it. It is singular that these two States should have led in the
ratification of this particular amendment, the two in which toock
place the most searching and decisive debates over the adoption of
the Constitution itself.

The amendment is proposed for the correction of at least two
major evils incident to our system of government. The election
for Members of Congress takes place on the first Tuesday after
the first Monday in November of each alternate year, but the
terms of the Members elect do not begin until the following 4th
day of March on the expiration of the terms of their predecessors
at noon on that day, at which time the session of Congress com-
mencing on the first Monday in December preceding automatically
comes to an end. Accordingly, a full session of Congress inter-
venes between the time of the election and the commencement of
the terms of all Members elect of the House of Representatives
and of one-third of those of the Senate. The result is that Mem-
bers who have actually been repudiated by their constituents con-
tinue throughout a whole session of Congress to represent them.

It is conceivable that though a complete party turnover may

have occurred in the November election and the policies of the
administration were distinectly disavowed, they could be enacted
into law with the approval of the President, who likewise remains
in office until the following 4th of March, and who is in a position
to execute the policies thus sanctioned in defiance of the will of
the people expressed at the polls.
- It is from the fact that one of its purposes is to prevent legis-
lation through the votes of Members who have been defeated for
reelection that the amendment gets the designation by which it is
popularly known, such Members being jocularly known as lame
ducks. Scme wag classified Members not returning as either
“lame ducks” or “rare birds,” the latter being those who retire
on their own volition, the former those who quit on the insistence
of their constituents, As may be imagined, the “ rare birds" are
far outnumbered by the “lame ducks,” though there passed into
the first-mentioned class in recent years some Members of the
Senate of conspicucus ability.

Senator John Williams retired a few years since to revel
among his books and live the quiet life on his plantation; Jim
Reed was lured by the prospect of a lucrative law practice, fully
realized, according to current rumeor; and Harry Hawes is about to
quit to devote himself to the sport that made Izaak Walton famous
and to promote it for the enjoyment of the multitude,

The origin of the term “lame duck ” as applied to a defeated
candidate for reelection is involved in some obscurity, but it was
used in England in connection with a stock-exchange member or
broker who was unable to meet his obligations and came into use
in America in the way it is now commonly applied as early as the
famous contest of 1800, in which the Federalist Party was over-
whelmed under the leadership of Jefferson, though it was not
extensively applied in the significance now given it until compara-
tively recent times.

It is a tribute to the disposition of the American people to yield
to the judgment of the majority expressed in an election—the
vital principle of a republic, as Jefferson expressed it—that the
instances have been rare in which a Congress lacking a vote of -
confidence in the election has sought to enact general legislation,
particularly along lines of which the result of the election may
falrly be considered as a disapproval. Ordinarily it has been con-
tent with the passage of the general appropriation bills and
measures to which there is no opposition, or at least such as have
no political significance. It is likewise to their credit that they
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are not disposed to sanction changes in the Constitution because
of embarrassing situations that may arise, and for which no ade-
quate provision is made, but which never have arisen and, so far
as existing conditions warrant prediction, are not likely to arise.
However, when, after the election of 1922, at which the admin-
istration suffered some serious reverses, to which it was generally
believed the seating of Newberry materially contributed, President
Harding recommended in his annual message the enactment of a
ship subsidy law, long a highly controversial measure on which
division had been largely on party lines, the late Senator Caraway
introduced a resolution, though that was by no means the first
attempt in that direction, to effect the change in the Constitu-
tion now before the States for ratification. With characteristic wit
at the expense of the Committee on the Judiciary, to which it
would regularly be sent, he moved that it be referred to the
Committee on Agriculture, where it did go and from which &
substitute was offered by Senator Norris, then chairman of that
committee, by whom it has ever since been championed and who
has led in the struggle for its adoption. It got no further in
that Congress, but being reintroduced in the next was passed by
the Senate on March 18, 1924, and sent to the House, where it
was ignored. It passed the Senate again in the Sixty-ninth Con-
gress on February 15, 1926, and was then noticed by the House,
so far as that it was referred to the appropriate committee, which
reported a substitute, on which the House took no action.

It made further progress in that body the next time, for, having
passed the Senate again on January 4, 1928, the House committee
again reported a substitute which was voted on in the main
body but failed for lack of the necessary two-thirds vote.
Nothing daunted the Sensate, in the next Congress, the Seventy-
first, on June 7, 1929, passed the necessary resolution, and reach-
ing the House the next day, it was permitted to remain on the

r's table, not even being referred to a committee, until
April 17, 1930, when it was referred to the Committee on the
Election of President, Vice President, and Representatives in
Con . In the meantime, resolutions having a like purpose
had been introduced by House Members and referred to that
committee which, on the 8th of April, 1930, reported one of
them, the Senate resolution still reposing on the Speaker's table.
It was never acted on by the committee to which it was referred,
but by unanimous consent was lald before the House when it
was amended by striking out all after the enacting clause and
substituting the House resolution which had been reported. In
this form it passed the House February 24, 1931, and was sent
to conference on the very eve of the expiration of that Congress
on the succeeding 4th day of March, then only eight days distant.
The conferees disagreed, the difference bringing into relief the
second major reform to be inaugurated by the amendment.

As proposed by the Senate the Congress would assemble im-
mediately after the first day of January In each year, at which
time the terms of the Members elected at the preceding Novem-
ber elections would begin, and they would take their seats. The
session would never come automatically to an end except by the
arrival of the time for the new session. It could be brought to
a close only by agreement of the two Houses, or, in the event
of a disagreement between them as to the time of adjournment,
by the President., Under the prevailing system, in the even-
numbered years that is the conditlon, yet so harmonious have
been the relations between the two branches of Congress thus
far that the President has never been called upon to exercise
his authority in that regard. But in the odd-numbered years,
the Congress comes automatically to an end at noon on March 4,

The result is that there is scarcely a Congress in recent years
that has not come to a close with a filibuster in the Senate and
a perfect bedlam in both Houses in the strife for consideration of
measures, in which the contenders are interested, before the fatal
hour of 12 strikes. Meritorious measures are talked to death in
the Senate, and worse still, amendments to bills which the body
eagerly desires to see passed—often appropriation bills by which
funds are provided with which to carry on the necessary functions
of government—amendments wholly unjustifiable, are accepted
under a threat, diplomatically expressed, to filibuster the bill to
its grave unless the proposed amendments are adopted. In the
House a tremendous power rests with the leaders, always including
the Speaker, to say what bills shall and what shall not have con-
sideration and how much time may be assigned to each.

The House resolution provided that though no limit should be
set to the session in the odd-numbered years, it should terminate
at noon on the 4th day of May in the even-numbered years.
Speaker Longworth, a most unusual thing for him, took the floor
in favor of the limitation thus proposed and succeeded in having
the House adopt his view. At least It voted for the substitute
with the result heretofore indicated, the Senate conferees being
confident that with the passage of time their attitude would be
vindicated. This proved true, as the resolution again introduced
in the Senate by Senator Norris on January 4, 1932, was, two days
later, passed by that body and sent to the House which, on Feb-
ruary 2, had it back from the committee with a recommendation
that all after the enacting clause be stricken out and a House
resolution of like import be substituted. This was done, and the
resolution passed February 16, 1932. The differences being incon-
sequential, the House no longer standing for a limit to either
session, the conferees quickly agreed, and thelr report was adopted
by the House on March 1 and by the Senate on the next day.

I have dwelt upon the details of the more recent history of the
effort to institute this reform because it gives to the uninitiated
a faint idea of the course most reforms depending upon con-
gressional action must run. When every resource of parliamentary
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procedure to which ingenlous opponents can have recourse to
avert a test is exhausted, the measure is finally carried by an over=-
whelming vote to which Members may refer to appease con-
stituents doubtful of their fidelity to the favored cause.

Should the amendment be ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the States, as is probable, the regular annual session of
the Congress will commence at noon on January 3, at which time
the terms of the Members elected in November will in.

At present Members elected in November, though their terms
begin on the following 4th of March, do not actually sit, unless a
special session is called, until 13 months after their election, dur-
ing which time new issues, perhaps not thought of by the voters,
may have arisen and the circumstances inducing their choice may
have undergone a radical change. While it is quite customary for
a new President, particularly if he comes in with a politically
friendly Congress and succeeds an Executive of different political
faith, to call promptly upon his inauguration a special session,
experience shows that should the result of the election In the mid-
dle of his term be adverse he is most unlikely to assemble Con-
gress in extraordinary session, so that the policies for which the
people declared in November can not be enacted for more than a
year, a situation that would be regarded as intolerable in coun-
tries operating under a parliamentary system in most, if not all,
of which the newly elected Members take office forthwith.

Another merit attributed to the change is that the votes for
President and Vice President cast in the Electoral College will be
canvassed by the newly elected Members of Congress instead of
by those whose terms (save for two-thirds of the Members of the
Senate) are expiring. Conceivably the party spirit might at some
time run so high that a “lame duck ” Congress might * count in "
a candidate favored by the then dominant party, while the suc-
cessful contender and the Congressmen elected with him in a land-
slide could be only interested but helpless bystanders. I say help-
less, though the statute under which the Supreme Court is about
to determine the right of George Otis Smith to the position of
member of the Power Commission equally authorizes a writ of
quo warranto to determine the title of a claimant to the office of
President of the United States.

The amendment advances the date at which the term of the
President and Vice President begins and ends to January 20, the
purpose being to bring it as near the date of the assembling of

as practicable, having in mind the necessity of counting
the votes to determine who shall fill those offices. It was thought
that a President who in November had been defeated at the polls
should remain at the helm no longer than was necessary to de-
termine who was in fact the successful candidate, the same prin-
ciple being applied as in the case of Members of Congress.

An incidental result of the amendment will be to abbreviate the
terms of all of the officials affected who shall be in office at the
time the amendment goes into effect, each retiring on the 3d or
the 20th of January, as the case may be, instead of the 4th of
March of the year in which his term expires. Out of abundance
of caution, the amendment also provides for the case of the death
of the President elect before qualifying and for the case of the
death of both President elect and Vice President elect, but these
provisions are of minor consequence.

The outstanding accomplishments to be expected from the
change are the removal of the peril of legislation through the
action of officials who, by the acid test of the election, are out of
harmony with prevailing sentiment, the avoidance of the defeat
of meritorious legislation, and the enactment of measures devoid
of merit if not actually harmful in the jam incident to adjourn-
ment on a day fixed by law, and finally the more prompt action
toward the enactment of legislation dealing with issues involved
in congressional elections.

PROPOSED ECONOMIC COUNCIL—RADIO INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR
LA FOLLETTE

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the ReEcorp an interview of Mr. Charles G.
Ross with the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE]
over the radio on the 15th day of March, 1932.

There being no objection, the interview was ordqred to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Mr. Ross. Senator La FoLLETTE, what were the reasons that led
you to introduce your bill for the establishment of an economic
council a little over a year ago?

Senator La FoLLETTE. There were numerous reasons, but the
most important one is my conviction that we must bring order
out of the chaos in our economic life. As a step in that direc-
tion I introduced the bill now pending in the Manufactures
Committee of the Senate. With intelligent guidance, based on
essential economic facts, I am sure that we can secure a measure
of planning in our business life. I believe that the unhealthy
conditions of 1928 and 1929 would have been remedied and the
crash that followed avoided had the people of the United States
been awdre of the actual state of affairs at that time.

Many of these facts could have been available had we had the
machinery for collecting and disseminating them. Indeed, I at-
tempted to bring some of the facts to public attention as far back
as the winter and spring of 1928, I submitted to the Senate a
resolution calling upon the Federal Reserve Board to check and
reduce the enormous amount of brokers' loans being diverted from
the Federal reserve system and used for speculative purposes on
the stock exchange. I also sponsored a resolution calling for in-
vestigation of the problems of unemployment. The resolution on
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brokers' loans was never acted upon by the Benate, but the Sen-
ate Committee on Education and Labor was authorized to study
unemployment and its report revealed that despite the so-called
prosperity there was, even at that time, a large number out of
employment and that their ranks were constantly increasing.
But even after the facts were ascertained there was no official
economic organization in the United States which could command
public confidence to broadcast them to the country and to point
out what they signified as to the future. If we had an official board
whose members commanded the respect and confidence of all por-
tions of the population, and which, fortified with the necessary
information, would point out the probable trends in economic
affairs, I believe that their recommendations and warnings would
help to bring a measure of orderly progress into what has thus
far been a blind and unguided system.

Mr. Ross. Everybody seems to be talking about planning at the
moment. I suppose that Russia's experiment is responsible for
this trend of thought. From what you have just said, however, I
take it that your council would not be of the fype that Russia
has set up. Its functions, as I see it, would be primarily to get
the facts, digest them, and advise the country of its conclusions.

Benator La ForrerrE. The bill is not modeled on the Russian
plan. It confers no such powers as that exercised in Russia to
determine what industrial activity should go on and what should
not. Under its terms the task of the economic council would be
to keep itself informed about economic and business conditions
and to give careful consideration to the problems affecting the
economic life of the country. It would endeavor also to formulate
proposals looking to the solution of such problems. If, on the
basis of its conclusions, it felt that congressional action was
necessary, it would make recommendations for necessary legis-
lation. From time to time, as it deemed advisable, it would submit
reports dealing with specific economic problems to the President
and make such recommendations to him as it saw fit. Finally it
would keep industry informed of its activities and its findings and
submit its conclusions and recommendations to all interested
groups in our economic life,

Mr, Ross. Does this mean, Senator, that your plan calls for the
creation of a new Government bureau for the collection of statis-
tical information? One hears a lot in Washington about the large
number of bureaus already in existence. Indeed, it is said by
many that all the necessary statistical data about our industrial
system are already being collected.

Senator La Forrerre. The plan does not necessarily mean the
establishment of a new statistical bureau In Washington. It does
mean, however, that there will be created a central organization
which will collect, assemble, sift out, and digest such data as are
now being collected by existing public and private agencies. At
the present time there is no agency in Was n charged with
the responsibility of Interpreting the data which are being dally
collected here and elsewhere. In other words, we have a mass
of all sorts of figures, but it is nobody’'s business to interpret
them and to submit their interpretations and recommendations to
the public.

Now, this does not mean that the council will not at times
have to become the original agency for the collecting of statisti-
cal material which is not already available. It must have the
power to make first-hand investigations when it becomes neces-
sary. This means that it must be authorized to call for such
information as it feels it must have In order intelligently to do
its job, and it must have the power to call witnesses and require
the submission of essential documentary evidence. What I think
would happen in practice is that in most cases the council would
secure the cooperation of existing governmental agencles when-
;a:lver':I it wanted certain information which was not already at

and.

Here, by the way, I must disagree with what you say about
the necessary economic information being already available. In
our hearings on the bill for the creation of a national economic
council we went Into the question as to what information was
at hand rather carefully. We called in as an expert witness the
chief of economic research of the Department of Commerce and
secured from him a rather complete picture of the present state
of economic statistics. We learned, for example, that our whole-
sale price statistics, which are generally consldered to have reached
a rather high degree of perfection, are really defective in very
many respects. As for retail prices, the only data we have are
monthly figures on certain foodstuffs and fuels and semiannual
figures for certain goods that go into the budget of the wage
earner. When it comes to statistics of production, the only real
index we have of industrial conditions, we find that our monthly
production figures cover only 50 or 60 of the standard commodi-
ties. When we remember that the census lists something ap-
proaching half a milllon commodities, the inadequacy of these
data becomes evident.

There is a great deal of discussion concerning the stocks of
goods on hand and the relation of these stocks to the severity
and duration of the depression. One would think that in so
vital a field as this we should at least have a fairly accurate
picture of the mctusal facts. Yet, according to expert testimony,
all we have is information for certain important world com-
modities like coffee, rubber, and similar goods, and for the sup-
plies of some 15 or 20 important raw materials that are on hand
in certain important market centers. We know virtually nothing
about the stocks of these important raw materials that are being
held all along the line in the hands of dealers.
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In the field of retail trade the extent of available information
on stocks on hand concerns department stores, which, after all,
do less than 6 per cent of the retail business of the country.
And this information is in terms of dollars and not in terms of
the commodities stored. We haven't the slightest idea, for in-
stance, how many men's sults, women's dresses, radios, or
vacuum cleaners are to-day in the hands of our retail merchants.
A similar situation prevails in all of the other branches of
economic statistics. It is a sad commentary on our statistical
information that in the third winter of the depression we have ab-
solutely no authoritative official figures on unemployment. The
only data we have are those coliected by the census in 1830
{3; 11‘.3:«2 country as a whole, and for certain cities in January,

Likewise, with all the talk we have heard from bankers and
others about the need for cutting wages and with all the actual
wage cutting that has taken place, we are woefully lacking in any
adequate wage statistics. Also, while we are discussing the wages
of labor, it is startling that we have no accurate information on
the wages which capital is taking in the form of net profits
from the point of view of industry as a whole. Furthermore,
do you know that we never have had any officlal estimate of
the total national income of the United States and the only
authoritative information we have to go on is the estimate of an
unofficial agency in 1928.

With the exception of certain data on department and chain
stores and mail-order houses, we know little or nothing about
how much is being spent in the United States for consumers'
goods. We have hardly any figures on installment credit. The
figures on the cost of living do not.in any way give a frue
picture of what is happening to the living costs of the people.
Existing data are based on a hudget made up of a typical family's
expenditures in 1818, when few of us had automobiles, none of
us had radios, when houses wired for electricity were far fewer in
number; in short, when the type of family expenditures was en-
tirely different from what it is to-day.

Mr. Ross. We have heard a lot recently about the Swope plan
and the plan of the committee on the continuity of business of
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. These plans, as
I understand them, were also conceived for the purpose of bring-
ing about more orderly conditions in the business world. Do you
feel that they would accomplish this end as effectively as would
the economic council which you propose?

Senator La FourLerTe. I do not feel that either of the plans you
mention approaches the problem from the right direction. As I
understand these plans, their immediate aim is to make it pos-
sible for industry to regulate its output so that it can lmit its
production to the demands of the market; and while the proposal
may have merit as an emergency measure In a time like this,
as a permanent policy I regard it as absclutely fallacious.

Fundamentally the Swope and chamber of commerce plans
are based on the assumption that if the manufacturers of any
product could get together through trade associations or similar
organizations and agree on trade and cost practices, and were al-
lowed to collect and distribute information on the volume of
business transacted, stocks of goods on hand, stabilization of pro-
duction and stabilization of prices, and all other matters relating
to the growth and development of their industry, each manu-
facturer could know from such informsation how much of a de-
mand there is for the product of his industry and how much
reserve stock is available to meet this demand. With this infor-
mation, it is said, the individual manufacturer could guide himself
as to how much he should produce.

The plan of the chamber of commerce provides for the legaliza-
tion of contracts whereby the members of a given industry could
agree to limit their total output to a certain size and divide their
production among them. Realizing that the public must be pro-
tected in the event that such contracts are made legal, provision is
made for a Government agency which would have the power to
abrogate such restrictive agreements when it felt that the public
interest so required.

As I have just stated, I believe that adjusting supply to demand
is an absclutely wrong approach to a permanent solution of the
problem. We must attack the problem from the point of view of
increasing purchasing power. It seems to me that the trouble
thus far has been that we have not increased the purchasing power
of the people as rapidly as we have Increased the capacity to
produce. Thus we have a vicious circle in which production is
limited by purchasing power and purchasing power is limited by
production. We bring supply and demand together on a level
that leaves a large fraction of our producing power idle. We need
to break this vicious circle so that the great body of consumers
will be able to buy the products we can produce. In this way we
can bring supply and demand together at a point that approaches
the full use of our power to turn out goods.

We have created a great industrial mechanism. It must be run
so that its benefits will be more generously and widely distributed.
My concepiion of a planned economy is one which will assure an
ever-increasing standard of living and an ever-increasing purchas-
ing power for all the people. I am not interested in‘plans or
devices which seek to maintain the status quo in our economic
life. Devices designed to preserve the unequal distribution of
the wealth now produced will halt the progress of d and
in the end will retard or prevent recovery.

One of the most significant points brought out in the hearings
was the fact that in the years of greatest prosperity there were
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22,000,000 people in the United States living at the barest neces-
sity level or below it. Also I was startled to learn that real wages
in this country had fallen from 1923 to 1929 except in transpor-
tation and bullding industries. Under such conditions it is more
important to make it possible for families now denled their essen-
tial needs to secure the necessities and comforts of life than it is
to create machinery which makes possible the curtailment of
production by agreement.

Mr. Ross. I notice, Senator, that another difference between
your proposed council and that proposed by the Unlted States
Chamber of Commerce lies in the fact that the latter provides for
a council to be appointed and financed by private industry,
whereas yours is a governmental body. Do you feel that this
difference is an essential one?

Benator La FoOLLETTE. I believe, Mr. Ross, that a council organ-
ized and financed by private industry has inherent weaknesses.

First, no private body would have the power to collect the in-
formation which is necessary for formulating effective policies.
There are many firms in the United States to-day which will not
voluntarily furnish any information to anybody concerning their
activities. Indeed, some concerns even go so far as to refuse such
information to the departments of the Government. It wasn't
eo long ago, you know, that the Federal Trade Commission was
ordered by Congress to investigate certain phases of the cost of
living. In order to find out whether certain prices were out of
line, the Federal Trade Commission undertook to look into the
investments and profits of a few of the large Industries. What
happened? The members of one of the Industries refused to
reveal this Information, and through their trade association se-
cured a court Injunction temporarily prohibiting the commission
from getting these facts. Their argument was that theirs was a
manufacturing industry and not engaged in interstate commerce,
and that the Federal Government did not have any power to de-
mand information from firms not primarily engaged in interstate
comimerce.

I believe that such essential information as we should need
would to-day be avallable to a Government body armed with the
proper authority, But I want to emphasize that without such
authority no agency could get the data we need. And the only
agency that could be vested with such power woiild necessarily
have to be governmental.

Secondly, our economic system Involves far more than the field
of industry. There are so many important factors affecting the
economic life of the country which private industry, even if given
the power, could not control. Many of these primary factors are
wholly within the field of government. For example, there are
the banking, monetary, and tax policies, which have a tremendous
bearing on economic trends. There are purely governmental
functions. There is the problem of Government borrowing and
Government expenditure. Nor need I at this time mention the
tariff. Each of these vitally affects our industrial activity, Their
coordination requires the existence of an officially constituted
council, They do not lie within the realm of any private
organization.

Finally, I feel that a council organized by the Government is
preferable to one set up by private business, because if such a
body is to accomplish its purpose its findings and recommenda-
tions must have the confidence of the general public. An organi-
zation in which the masses of the people have faith and for
which they have respect would be far more influential in secur-
ing a measure of planned economic activity than would be the
case with even the most carefully selected private group of
business leaders, i

Mr. Ross. Your last statement interests me greatly. Isn't there
the possibility that your council, if appointed by the President,
with the consent of the Senate, might become politically minded?
Might it not be used, in other words, for promoting the fortunes
of the party in power? If the American people should get the
feeling that this was so, the pronouncements of a council concern-
ing industrial policy would surely be heavily discounted.

Senator LA ForLierTe. Yes; such a thing is possible. Personally,
however, I have no fears on this score. I have enough faith In
our political institutions to believe that we can secure for mem-
bership on the council men of courage, integrity, ability, and
high purpose, whose sole aim would be the advancement of the
common good.

Mr. Ross. Is it your opinion that the men who are to constitute
the council should represent specific groups in the community?
Would you have representatives of labor, agriculture, banking,
transportation, and similar groups on the council?

Senstor La FoLierre. No; I do not feel that the members of the
council should represent any particular economic interests. It
should be, rather, a body of impartial men who would not be
influenced by the desires or interests of any group in making
decisions and recommendations. Nevertheless, the members of
the council should be thoroughly trained and qualified to consider
the problems of agriculture, labor, industry, finance, transporta-
tion, and scientific management.

Mr. Ross. But to do their job effectively, would not these men
have to keep in touch with the various economic groups? How
would that be accomplished?

Senator LA ForLLETTE. That would not be difficult. The bill spe-
cifically provides that the economic council should initiate the
organization of councils or associations within the major branches
of production, distribution, and finance. These bodies, as I see
them, would be highly developcd trade associations, representative
of all the economic interests of the particular industries or groups
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in which they are organized. In an economic world as complex
as ours is, no board is competent by itself to prescribe for all of
our major industries and how they should be organized. These
are problems which the different interests in the various industries
must work out themselves. Obviously the problems of the stecl
industry are widely different from those of agriculture or coal
mining., As I picture the practical working of this tie-up, the
trade association would serve as the bridge between all the factors
in the industries they represent and the Naiional Economic
Council. Facts. information, and matters of policy would pass
from a given Industry to the council by way of its trade associa-
tion. Conversely, information, suggestions, and recommendations
would pass from the council to the various industries and other
groups through the intermediary of adequately representative
associations.

Mr. Ross. As I look at the problem of depressions, it seems
that the financial aspects of our system are among the most im-
portant. I feel that there has been overinvestment and over-
expansion along many important lines. Without a more intelli-
gent guidance of our investment policy, I can not see how we can
accomplish much along the lines of stability and growth. I fail
to see how a national economic council, without power to con-
trol investment banking, could keep us from running into an-
other situation similar to that of 1928 and 1929. How would
your economic council affect this situation?

Senator La FoLLETTE. Suppose late In 1928 some authoritative
body in Washington had publicly emphasized the fact that there
was an excess ol private houses on the market. Suppose it had
pointed out that construction figures showed an appreciable fall-
ing off in the bullding of new houses. Surely in the light of
guch warnings people would not have continued investing their
hard-earned savings in first and second mortgage real-estate
bonds, thus increasing the supply of new capital for speculative
building, which continued into 1929.

Or, let us take another case, Mr. Ross. If the American public
had been told on January 1, 1928, that any given industry was
150 per cent overequipped, and that it was running at 80 per
cent of normal operation; and if it were told again three months
later that this same industry was 160 per cent overequipped and
running at 80 per cent; and six months later it was told that-
the industry was 170 per cent overequipped and still running
under normal capacity—do you believe that with such informa-
tion broadcast through the press and the financial journals the
people of this country would have invested their own funds or
have borrowed money from the banks to purchase securities for
the erection of mew plants in that industry? Or do you think
that if any banker had on his desk an officlal statement that a
certain industry already had an overcapacity of 100 per cent he
would loan money to put up another factory to produce the same
products?

I am not one of those who believe that the American people
refuse to follow reason. Thus far they have not had the facts
upon which to base sound judgment. It has been hit or miss;
following this tip or that onme. I believe that with the publica-
tion of adequate and disinterested information the general pub-
lic will become sufficiently informed so that they will not swallow
misleading statements concerning investment opportunities.

Mr. Ross. What you have told me is very informative, Senator.
Now I should like to ask one final question. What is the present
status of your bill for the creation of an economic council?

Senator La Forrerre. It is pending in the Committee on Manu-
factures of the Senate. The committee has not yet taken action.
I hope, however, that there will be an opportunity to discuss the
bill on the floor of the Senate before this sesslon adjourns.

ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF WALTER HINES PAGE

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. President, I request unanimous
consent that there may be printed in the Recorp certain
letters, remarks, and ediforials relating to the commemora-
tion of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of Walter
Hines Page, late American ambassador to the Court of St.
James,

The celebration of the anniversary of the birth of Mr.
Page took place at the little town of Cary, N. C., the place of
his nativity.

The matter that I ask to have inserted in the Recorp is
brief and consists of, first, telegrams from President Hoover
and former Secretary of State Kellogg; second, letters from
Senators Simmons and Overman and other Members of Con-
gress and from other distinguished public leaders; third, two
short editorials from leading newspapers in North Carolina;
fourth, remarks by Lord Grey, former British Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs, and a letter signed jointly by Lord
Grey and four former British Prime Ministers, to wit,
A. Bonar Law, Lord Balfour, H, H. Asquith, and David Lloyd
George, in connection with the ceremonies at the unveil-
ing of a marble tablet in honor of Mr. Page in Westminster
Abbey on July 3, 1923; and, fifth, remarks of Dr. W. P.
Few, president of Duke University, at the Cary celebration
of Mr. Page’'s birthday anniversary.
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Mr. Page was one of North Carolina’s greatest sons. His
public services, not only as a diplomat during a crucial
periocd but also as an internationally known editor, author,
and publicist, were of such tremendous value, and his ability
and character so outstanding, that I feel justified in asking
that these deserved tributes to his life and career upon the
occasion of the seventy-fifth anniversary of his birth may be
printed in the ConcrEssiONAL RECORD,

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Tre WurTE Housk,
Washington, D. C., August 14, 1930.
J. M. TEMPLETON, Jr.,
Chairman Commitiee Arrungemeﬂts Cary, N. C.:

I am glad to learn that the citizens of Cary, N. 0 are preparing
to celebrate the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of my good
friend the late Walter Hines Page. He was a great ambassador and
a great patriot, whose many public services have contributed per-
manently not only to better international understanding but also
to the causes of education and social advancement in the United
States. I am glad of the occasion to express my admiration and
affection for him.

HezserT HOOVER.

Among the messages read on the occasion was one from Frank
B. Kellogg, former Secretary of State:

“I am pleased to send to you on this occasion of the cere-
monies commemorating anniversary of Walter Hines Page, former
American ambassador to the Court of St. James, a high tribute fo
the services rendered to his country by this distinguished scholar
and statesman. During the trying period of the Great War Mr,

was appointed as American ambassador to London in 1913.
And the following year found him confronted with an almost in-
surmountable task In maintaining this country's true position in
the Europern war. For years Mr., Page worked ceaselessly and
fearlessly for his Government until, owing to his health, he was
forced to resign his high post. He was a martyr to his country s
cause and a hero whose great service will ever be appreciated and
whose name will go down in the annals of his couniry as a noble
and falthful servant to a great cause.”

UNITED STATES SENATE,
New Bern, N. C., August 14, 1930,

My Dear Mr. Cmamman: I deeply regret I am unable to attend
the meeting at Cary in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anni-
versary of the birth of Walter Hines Page and to participate in
these exercises as well as express my personal admiration,
and pride in the life, achievements, and fame of my college mate
and life-long friend.

Mr. Page by reason of his splendid attalnments, sterling qual-
ties, and ability achieved not only national but international dis-
tinction and eminence as & man and citizen, scholar and author,
diplomat, and statesman.

The career and fame of this great son of North Carolina should
be cherished with abiding pride not only by the people of his
native town of Cary but by his native State and the Nation.

I shall be pleased to have you read this letter and to express
my i& accord and sympathy with the objects and purposes of the
mee

I am, with great respect, yours sincerely,
3 i ¥ F. M. SimMONS.

Sarxssury, N. C, July 25, 1930.
Mr. J. M. TEMPLETON, JI.,

Attorney at Law, Raleigh, N. C.

My Dear Mgz, TEMPLETON: Your letter of the 23d has been
received, and in reply I regret to inform you that I will not be
able to be present at the celebration of the seventy-fifth anni-
versary of the birth of Walter Hines Page on August 15. I wish it
were possible, for Page was one of the greatest men who haye gone
forth from this State to serve the Nation and the world, and we
should not be true to the best that is North Carolina if we failed
to keep alive his memory and forgot the things he fought for so
valiantly, so brilliantly, so sympathetically., Many misunderstood
him, but now we know that he had a nate love for North
Carolina and its people, and that all that he did and said and
wrote was done and said and written to advance fheir best interest
as he saw it.

He was a man of extraordinary ablility, possessed of a brilliant
mind and far-seeing vision, with a power of expression both keen
and charming, Without doubt I think he was the most popular
and beloved ambassador we ever sent to the Court of St. James.
Great man though he was, when his end approached it was to his
well-beloved sandhills that he directed his faltering steps, proof
enough of his great love,

His own life is the best testimony to the truth of his statement
that each year North Carolina could furnish enough character
and brains to run an empire. I am rather fatigued from 10
months’ continuous attendance in the Senate, and only this -
vents my coming in person to do honor to my old friend and
college mate, Walter Hines Page.

Very truly yours, :
Lk 5. OVERMAN.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6621

Asmzsoro, N. C., August 15, 1930.
J. M. TEMPLETON,
q Cary, N. C.:

Regret conditions prevent my presence and personal participa-
tion in the exercises and giving expressions of sentiment com-
memorative of seventy-fifth anniversary of birth of Walter Page,
one of the State’s ablest and most distinguished citizens.

Woirram C. HAMMER.

LavreL SpriNGs, N. C., July 26, 1830.
Mr. J. M. TEMPLETON, Jr.,

Commercial National Bank Building,
Raleigh, N. C.

My DrAr Mr. TeurreroN: I have your favor of July 23 and note
what you say with reference to the exercises to be held in Cary,
N. C., on August 15, commemorating the services of Hon. Walter
Hines Page. I feel that this is a most appropriate thing to do,
and If I can think of anything that will be fitting and appropri-
ate I shall be glad to write a short statement and send it to you.

Thanking you for calling this matter to my attention, I am,

Sincerely yours,
R. L. DoUGHTON.

AvcusT 14, 1930.
Mr. J. M. TEMPLETON,
Commercial Nnuonal Bank Building,
Raleigh, N. C.!

Walter Hines Page was one of the greatest diplomats ever in
service of our country. Your celebration is most appropriate at
Cary, N. C. Regret can not be present.

CHARLES L. ABERNETHY.

WasHiNGTON, D. C., July 31, 1930.
Mr, J. M. TEMPLETON, Jr.,
Chairman Committee on Arrangements,
Walter Hines Page Celebration, Raleigh, N. C.

My Dear Mr, TemprETON: I thank you for kindly inviting me to
be present at the celebration of the seventy-fifth snniversary of
the birth of Hon. Walter Hines Page at Cary on August 15 next.
I am lézdeed sorry that another engagement will prevent my being
present.

I regard Walter Hines Page as the outstanding statesman of
North Carolina since the Civil War. He was certainly one of the
few great men of the counfry in his day, I have often wondered
why people of North Carclina have seemed not to understand and
apprecidte the greatness of this good man. The people do well to
honor his memory In the way you have planned.

Sincerely yours,
CHaAS. A. JONAS.

e

WasHINGTON, N. C., August 6, 1930.
Mr, J. M. TEMPLETON, JT.,
Raleigh, N. C.

My DEar Mgr. TEmprETON: Upon my return home I find your
letter asking me to be present at the exercises to commemorate
the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of Walter Hines Page
at Cary. As an admirer of this outstanding American nothing
would give me greater pleasure than to accept this invitation and
making a short talk as you suggest, but other engagements made
some time ago will prevent.

I am afraid that it has been only recently that North Carolinians
have begun to appreciate the magnitude of Walter H. Page. You
are to be congratulated on this movement to perpetuate his mem-
ory and place his ideals before the people.

With best wishes, I am, sincerely,
Linpsay C. WARREN.

WarzenTON, N. C., August 12, 1930.
Hon. J. M. TEMPLETON, JT.,
Raleigh, N. C.

My Dear Mr. TEmprETON: I had hoped that I would be able to
be present on August 15 to join with you in tribute to the great
honor that has come to our State, and to Cary especially, in
sharing with the Nation the name and fame 'of Hon. Walter Hines
Page. In honoring him we honor our State, for no man has gone
out from among us with greater vision and greater capacity to get
the right things done.

With assurance of my best wishes and for a happy commemorat-
Ing service to one of North Carolina’s great citizens, I am,

Bincerely yours,
Jorn H. KEerz.

RavercH, N. C., July 18, 1930.

Mr. J. M. TEMPLETON, Jr.,
Raleigh, N.C.

My DeEAr TemMPLETON: I have delayed replying to your good letter
of July 2 until I could get somewhat more completely in sight of
the demands of my schedule for August,

As I told you when we discussed this, it would give me genuine
pleasure to have some part in this commemorative celebration.
My fondness for several of the living members of the Page family,
together with my conviction that Walter Hines Page was one of
the greatest men that North Carolina has ever produced, is
sufficient to explain my interest. On the other hand, I do not
believe that I can possibly reconcile my engagements so as to be
here at that time. I have engagements immediately before and
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after this date which will take me out of Raleigh, and I frankly
do not see how I can be here except at a physical hardship which
would be almost unreasonable to undergo. I therefore feel that
I must decline this invitation but 1 do hope that you will under-
stand that I have not done so except upon what appears to me to
be the most compelling reasons.
With every good wish and warm personal regards, I am,
Cordially yours,
O. Max GARDNER.

_——

AsHEVILLE, N, C., July 31, 1930,
Mr. J. M. TEMPLETON, JIr.,
Raleigh, N. C.
- My DEAr Frienp: I wish to thank you for the invitation to be
gresent and to join others in talks on the life of Walter Hines
age.

North Carolina and the whole of America are proud of his great
record. I hope to be able to be present, but in the event that I
can not be it will afford me pleasure to write a letier as suggested
by you.

With best wishes, I remaln, sincerely yours,
Geo. M. PRITCHARD,

_—

THE ATLANTIC MONTHLY,
August 12, 1930,

Dear Mz. TEMPLETON: Walter Hines Page’s usefulness to me was
so great that I am tempted to think of him more as a friend than
as a statesman. He was the only editor I ever knew who could
really teach young men his trade. When I left college Mr. Page
was kind enough to ask me to come as his assistant, but the
Atlantic was at that time too small a raft to keep two afloat,
and with infinite regret I determined to paddle my own canoe.
But during all the years of his American editorships I went to
lumuﬂequently for advice and always got it, helpfully and pun-
gently.

He had a wonderful way of giving concrete expression to an
abstract idea, and he was the only man I ever knew whose
modernity was definitely accentuated by intimacy with the clas-
slcs of Greece, He had a clear conception of history and saw
behind all the problems of contemporary life the busy workings
of the past. I never knew him too occupled to give help and
counsel, and he had the gift—which a man now growing old
always can look back upon and appreciate—of inspiring confidence
in a boy that he holds his future in his hand.

Of course, his southern birth helped him. He understood the
two sections of his country as few men of his generation, and
they made him the complete type of American he was. He en-
joyed his life to the full and died fighting, as he would have
wished., I wish he could have known that years after he had gone
the citizens of his birthplace would combine to do him honor.

Yours sincerely,
] ELLERY SEDGWICK.

‘WoRLD'S WORK,
Garden City, N. Y., August 12, 1930.
Mr. James TEMPLETON, Jr.,

714 Commercial National Bank Building,
Raleigh, N. C.

Dear Mr. TEMPLETON: It i85 a pleasure to send you a word In
appreciation of Walter Hines Pagze from the editorial offices of the
magazine he founded. Mr. Page had that rare combination of
qualities, a humanness that made it possible for him to enjoy the
society of the humble and at the same time the greatness that
made it easy for him to move in the society of the exalted, Both
classes were equally pleased with his understanding and real lik-
ing. When Page became ambassador this country lost a great
editor, but his services as diplomatic representative of this coun-
try were even greater than his usefulness as an editor. We who
were his close associates found it hard to give him up.

We are proud to carry on the ideals and the ideas on which
World's Work was founded, and we hope that his spirit will con-
tinue to live in the magazine for many years to come. First as a
subordinate, later as a partner, and always proud in having his
friendship, I am particularly glad to send this note,

Very truly yours,
Russerr DousLEpay, Editor.

. Tae UniversiTy CLUB, August 2, 1930.
Dear Me, TempLETON: I greatly regret that I can not come to
Cary on August 15 to pay a personal tribute to the memory of
Walter Hines Page, I am most impressed by the fitness of observ-
ing this anniversary, The fact that Walter Page spent his early
years in your community should always be an inspiration to good
citizenship and the highest personal and political ideals. I realize,
perhaps better than most, what his life in Cary meant fo him.
Among your people he absorbed many of the conceptions and pur-
to which he subsequently devoted his life. It was to Cary
that in his last illness in England his thoughts constantly re-
turned. His one desire was to return again to the scenes of his
childhood, to see once more the places that, in spite of all his
wanderings, he still regarded as his home. The world now claims
Walter Page as its citizen. In England he is held in an affection
that is seldom accorded to one of British birth. These Northern
States in which he passed his years of maturity regard him almost
as a native son. All these sympathies Page returned, yet in the
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deepest recesses of his heart he was a goutherner and a North
Carclinian. In your anniversary, therefore, I hope Cary will keep
this loyalty of Page to his native soil foremost in mind. What
the little town of Cary did for him and meant to him should
never be forgotten.

Very sincerely yours, BurToN J. HENDRICK,

GENEVA, BWITZERLAND, Sepiember 10, 1930.
J. M. TEMPLETON, Jr., Esq.,
Raleigh, N. C.

Dear Sm: I have just received your letter of August 9, inviting
my participation in the exercises held by Cary, N. C., in com-
memoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of Am-
bassador Page on August 15. I very greatly regret that my
absence from home precluded my having any part in that tribute
to a great representative of aur people.

Yours very sincerely,
J. V. A. MAacMuUREAY.

[Editorial in the News and Observer, Raleigh, N. C., Saturday,
August 16, 1930]
A DISTINGUISHED SON

When the late Frank Page, Captain Guess, Rufus and Adolphus
Jones, and other high-class Christian citizens secured the incor-
poration of Cary they stipulated in the charter that intoxicants
should never be made or sold in that town, and they named it
for Mr. Cary, an eloquent temperance evangelist,

Last night the people of that good Wake County town, upon
the seventy-fifth anniversary of his birth, paid honor to the late
Ambassador Walter Hines Page, who was born in Cary and always
kept a warm place in his heart for the place of his birth. In-
deed, when he was edifor of the State Chronicle he made his
residence there and commuted to and from Raleigh. Tributes
Ifrom Presldent Hoover and other distinguished of the earth were
pald to Cary's ablest citizen, These tributes told of his brilliancy
as a writer, as a teacher, as an orator, and the great place he occu-
pied in world affairs when he served as ambassador to Great
Britain during the administration of Woodrow Wilson. It was a
mh occasion in honor of a notable and distinguished son of

[From the Raleigh Times, August 16, 1930]
CARY CELEBRATES ANNIVERSARY OF ITS APOSTLE OF FREEDOM

Cary, home site of the Pages of North Carolina, did well in
celebrating the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of that one
of a famous family who became known to the world at large.

Walter Hines Page’s record as ambassador to Great Britain gave
and will continue to give rise to controversy, but that he dis-
played remarkable qualities of diplomacy and that he powerfully
affected the relations between the two great English-speaking
nations in the time of acute crisis will never be denied. It was
charged against Mr. Page, with a good deal of evidence in support,
that from the beginning of the World War he was pro-British,
But if so, the fact only meant that he saw earller and more clearly
the necessity which more cautious politicians on this side of the
water were brought to face in the end. In the difficuit period
when Great Britain was interfering with American shipping it was
he who made possible adjustment after adjustment until the time
came for a final pooling of interests.

As a southerner and a man of letters, Mr. Page also showed the
quality of being in advance of the times, In his books, articles,
and in speeches he preached a new South in the intellectual as
well as the industrial sense. In this he shocked at one time the
people among whom he had vainly tried to make headway as a
Jjournalist in his youth, He preached the righteousness of clear
and direct thinking, the elimination of taboos, the forgetting of
prejudice. The State that later came to sing his pralses was in
the middle of the first decade of the twentieth century in a per-
fect frenzy of resentment of his phrase to the effect that the
South was being led among stagnant pools of theology.

It is & major part of Mr. Page's achievements, If little remem-
bered, that he was largely responsible for the fact that the man
in the South who has something to say and something to think
can now deliver himself of his burden without fear of political or
religious lynching.

[Editorial in the Charlotte News, Sunday, August 17, 1930]
A GREAT NORTH CAROLINIAN

August 15, the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of Walter
Hines Page, was celebrated at Cary, his birthplace, with appro-
priate and fitting tribute to this most celebrated North Carolinian.
It is doubtful, to our mind, that the place of Page in history is
held in as much distinction in his native State as Is its right.
His contribution to affairs was made nationally, rather than
through participation in State matters alone, and his activities
led him far afield from the place of his birth. While remaining
essentially a North Carolinian, his life and letters were dedicated
to a larger sphere, with the result that his greatness has falled to
receive due recognition from the State on which it reflects.

It might prove of benefit for North Carolinians in general to
study the life of this man, and to read his letters in published
form, in order that his accomplishment and his place in history
may be fully appreciated.
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THE LIFE AND LETTERS OF WALTER H. PAGE
(By Burton'J. Hendrick, Vol. III, pp. 427-431)

Great Britain has also pald tribute to the man who belleved that’

in acting as her friend and the friend of the allied cause he was
best serving his own country and the world. Soon after the publi-
cation of the Page biography, the following letter, signed by the
Prime Minister of Great Britain, three former Prime Ministers, and
a former Secretary of State for Foreign Aflairs appeared in the
London Times:

“8Ir: The publication of the two admirably edited volumes of
The Life and Letters of Walter H. Page has revealed to the
. world a personality and & record of achievement, of which, perhaps,
only those who came into intimate social and official contact with
him during the term of his ambassadorship in this country were
already aware,

“In these ‘letters’ Mr. Page lives again. They glve the clearest
and widest expression we can ever now hope to receive of his
vivid, free-ranging mind and of that mellow integrity of char-
acter and abounding humanity which endeared him to us all.
More particularly, they show him to have been one of the best
friends that Great Britain ever had, and a far-seeing and practical
crusader in the cause of Anglo-American cooperation.

“In the difficult period of the war, before the United States had
entered it, and when many contenticus issues inevitably arose be-
tween the British and American Governments, it was Mr. Page’s
handling of these issues, as much as any other factor, that kept
them within the bounds of reason and good temper. Scrupulous,
as an ambassador should be in presenting his country's case with
all the vigor and persuasiveness at his command, Mr. Page's
conduct of the negotiations entrusted to him was informed
throughout by his native courtesy, humor, and straightforward-
ness; by a quick understanding.of the nature of the Eurcpean
struggle; and by an intensity of sympathy for the allied cause
and of admiration for Great Britain's in it which was ir-
repressible. He was the happiest, the most liberated man in
Europe when America entered the war.

“For all that Mr. Page contributed toward that supreme de-
velopment, by smoothing away friction and minimizing and re-
moving difficulties and misunderstandings, this country, no less
than his own, owes him an inestimable debt. There must, more-
over, be many hundreds of our people who used his services and
those of his most efficient staff to inquire after the fate of rela-
tives at the fronts, and who drew freely and gratefully on his
exhaustless stock of sympathy, patience, and promptitude.

“ There 1s nothing in Great Britain to mark the fact that Mr.
Page lived here for five years as United States ambassador, and
that in a great crisis he served his own counfry and ours, and
civilization itself, with a noble competence. We desire to repair
that omission. We confidently invite subscriptions.to perpetuate
a name and services that can never be thought of, on either side
of the Atlantie, without deep affection and gratitude.

* We are, sir, etc.,
*“ A. BoNar Law,
* BALFOUR.
*“H. H. AsQUITH,
“D. Lroyp GEORGE.
\ “ GrEY OF FALLODON."

The response from all classes of British life was Immediate.
The opinion was unanimcus that there was only one place in Great
Britain for a memorial to Page—that was Westminster Abbey.
On July 3, 1923, a gathering which completely filled the ancient
structure attended services in memory of the ambassador. A few
minutes before this service Mrs. Walter H. Page, the ambassador’'s
widow, and other members of the Page family gathered with the
Prime Minister, Mr. Btanley Baldwin, Mr. H. H. Asquith, Mr. Win-
ston Churchill, Lord Lansdowne, and others in the chapter house
of the.abbey to unveil a marble tablet in Page’s honor.

The following remarks were made by Lord Grey:

“The tablet that is to be unvelled to-day is in memory of one
whose every word and act in great place were inspired by single-
minded and earnest desire to make human freedom, as he saw it

realized in democracy, prevall among the nations of the world..

Walter Hines Page was an example of the truth that the strongest
personalities are the outcome not so much of striving for per-
sonal success or fame as of patriotism and of faith in an ideal.
His patriotism was of the noblest kind; he loved his country both
for what it was and for what he believed it could and would do
for the benefit of mankind. His perception of the power of the
United States, his belief in its democracy, his absolute and never-
faltering trust in the will of its people to do great things and
good things for the world were part of his very being.

* Surely it must be a proud as well as a happy thought for his
country to remember that it inspired a faith so high in a mind so
keen and pure.

*“I have spoken first of Walter Hines Page as an American, be-
cause that is how, I am sure, he would have wished us to speak of
him and.to think of him; but it was very near his heart that there
should be between his country and ours true knowledge and
understanding each of the other; and there is no greater consum-
mation to be wished for in public affairs then that the high and
beneficial hopes for the world which he founded upon this should
be realized.

“We in this country feel deep gratitude to him; we wish that
there should be something to commemorate the sympathy and
moral support that he gave us in the greatest crisis of our history.
We wish his name to be remembered with regard, with honor, and
with affection, as that of one who gave us invaluable help at a
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t!meta:hen our liberty, our very independence even, seemed to be
at stake. 3

“His countrymen who still cherish the names of those who
helped tl% United States years ago in time of trial and peril will
find it easy to understand that we here now feel for such men as
Walter Hines Page. In all conversations with him I felt—what I
am ‘sure many others here who knew him also felt—that there was
between him and us a peculiarly close tie of personal sympathy.
We felt attached to him by a sense of the same values in public
life, by a desire for the same sort of world in which to live, by a
kinship of thought, of standards, and of ideals. Therefore, while
his resting place is in his own country, which he loved so de-
votedly, we have wished to have a memorial here to do honor to
him and to preserve for those who come after us a record and
memory of his life. It is most fitting that the place for this
should be Westminster Abbey—where so much that is great and
honorable and dear in our history is consecrated—this abbey,
which not so very long ago, as time is reckoned in the life of
nations, was as much part of the inheritance of his ancestors as of
our own. In this spirit I unvell the memorial and ask the dean
to accept it.”

Lord Grey then unvelled the tablet, which bears the following
inseription:

“To the glory of God and in memory of Walter Hines Page,
1855-1918, Ambassador of the United States of America to the
Congt of St. James, 1913-1918. The friend of Britaln in her sorest
need.”

—

W. P. Few, president of Duke University, speaking August 15,
on the seventy-fifth anniversary of the birth of Walter H. Page,
at Cary, N. C.:

“When I first knew Mr. Page he was editor of the Atlantic
Monthly and lived in Cambridge, Mass., not far from the campus
of Harvard University, where I was a student in the graduate
school. I was a good many times a guest in his home and was
the reciplent of many courtesies at his hands, both then and in
later years. He procured for me, through Mr. Scudder, the oppor-
tunity to edit a book for the old Houghton Mifilin Co., an oppor-
tunity which I did not avail myself of, for I haa then come to
Durham and had already renounced my ambition for a scholar's
career in the interest of building educational institutions and
causes in this part of America, which appealed strongly to the
just as it appealed to Mr. Page.

“1 give this detail because it 1s typical of Mr. Page. He was
always helping young and struggling men and women, and though
a true American and before the end a distinguished world citizen,
he had a lifelong interest in the SBouthern States, and particulariy
his native State of North Carolina. You therefore do well here
in the community where he was born to cherish and make much
of his memory, his example;, and his world-wide fame. It is
Cary's crown of glory; it is one of North Carolina's chief glories
to have given Walter H. Page to the Nation and to the world.

“Qur people did not always understand him. He had that
rarest sort of love for his people that made him willing to tell
them disagreeable truths and take the consequences. This is still
the acid test of a man—' If you can talk with crowds and keep your
virtue.’ Mr. Page had this courage to an extraordinary degree,
and we now know well that this was a chief element in his great-
ness. And if enough of us will follow his example, it will make us
great &s a Commonwealth, just as it made him great as a man.

“He was once a student in Trinity College (since 1924 a part
of Duke University) and he was not satisfied with it. When I
knew him in Cambridge he and I both had particular interests
in the English department at Harvard. I know he was not satis-
fied with that. If he were this autumn entering Trinity College
or Harvard College he would not be satisfied with elther. He was
too much influenced by the * beautiful idealisms of excellence ' ever
to be satisfied with anything that had been handed down to us
from the fathers, belleving as he did that there was some better
thing provided for us and ‘that they without us should not be
made perfect.'

“We at Duke University join you of his native place in honor
and gratitude for Walter Hines Page, one of the greatest men our
State has ever produced. We want one of our new buildings at
Duke forever to bedar the name of Page, in Walter Page's memory
and in memory of noble young Allison Page, his nephew, and
the first of our undergraduates to give his young and beautiful
life on a battle flield In France, moved by the same impulse
that moved Mr, Page himself to give his life for what they each
alike counted the high causes of mankind." :

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDING OFFICER, J. M. TEMPLETON, JR.

My fellow citizens, we are gathered to commemorate the seventy-
fifth anniversary of the birth in this community of that dis-
tinguished American and representative of the English-speaking
race, Walter Hines Page.

Perhaps it is not inappropriate to mention that during this year
the western world is memorializing the bimillennial anniversary
of the birth of the great poet Virgil, and in our own State recently
the one-hundredth anniversary of the birth of that great North
Carolinian, Zebulon Bayard Vance, was observed with fitting
exercises.

Further inducement for this occasion is found in the great in-
quest conducted this year in the fourteenth decennial census,
the results of which are just being announced, which shows that
North Carolina, with no natural resources discovered like gold or
oil, had the unrivalled growth in population of more than 610,000
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people, with corresponding advantages and assets. Mr. Page as
the herald and evangelist of popular education deserves as much
credit as anyone for this great record. His memorable utterance,
“All wealth is but the creation of man, and he only creates it in
proportion to the trained uses of the community, so that the
more men we train the more wealth may everyone create,” was
the platform of this achievement.

And finally, my friends, let us find warrant for this occaslion in
these words of Mr. Page's accredited biographer, Mr. Burton J.
Hendrick, “I realize, perhaps better than most, what his life in
Cary meant to him. Among your people he absorbed many of the
conceptions and purposes to which he subsequently devoted his
life. It was to Cary that in his last illness in England his thoughts
constantly returned. His one desire was to return again to the
scenes of his childhood to see once more the places that, in spite
of all his wanderings, he still regarded as his home. The world
now claims Walter Page as iis citizen. In England he is held in
an affection that is seldom accorded to one of British birth. These
Northern States in which he paseed his years of maturity regard
him almost as a native son. All these sympathies Page returned,
yet in the deepest recesses of his heart he was a southerner and
& North Carolinian.”

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, ETC.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
9349) making appropriations for the Departments of State
and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments
of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. DICKINSON. I should like to inquire who made the
motion to recommit the appropriation bill now pending be-
fore the Senate. :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion was made by
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McEKELLAR].

Mr. DICKINSON. I should like fo offer an amendment to
that motion.

Mr. JONES. I have not asked that the motion be laid

before the Senate. I want to have that done, however, as
soon as possible. v

Mr. DICKINSON. I should like, for the information of
the Senate, to present my proposed amendment at the pres-
ent time.

Mr. JONES. If no one else desires to interrupt, I ask that
the motion to recommit may be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is the pending ques-
tion.

Mr. JONES. That is the pending question.

Mr. DICKINSON. I move to amend the motion of ths
Senator from Tennessee by adding the following:

And that all bills making appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1933, shall be reported by the Committee on Appro-
priations to the Senate with a reduction of 10 per cent below the
amount carried by such bills as passed by the House, and that all
amendments offered on the Senate flcor which would have the
effect of increasing the total in excess of sald amount shall be
subject to & point of order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., What the Senator from
Towa proposes can not be done——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A portion of the amend-
ment would be contrary to the rules.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, It would be a violation of
the rules and work a change of the rules without the cus-
tomary procedure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of
the chair will hold that a portion of the amendment can
not be entertained, as it is in violation of the rules. The
question is on agreeing to the motion offered by the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what was done with the
amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A certain portion of it the
Chair declined to entertain, inasmuch as it involves an
amendment to the rules.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, in view of a decision of
the Chair, I move as an amendment to the motion of the
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Senator from Tennessee that all appropriation bills re-
ported to the Senate by the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee shall be reported at a figure 10 per cent below the
amount carried by the bills as passed by the House.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to that, and will
accept it as a part of my motion,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state his
understanding of the parliamentary situation. The Chair
understands the Senator from Tennessee to have accepted
the suggestion of the Senator from Iowa with reference to
the wording of the motion——

Mr. McKELLAR. If it is not subject to a point of order, I
have no objection to it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The last amendment sug-
gested by the Senator is not subject to a point of order. It
applies, as the Chair understands, to all appropriation hills
hereafter reported, so that there are two——

Mr. McCKELLAR. That is what I understand the Senator
from Towa to propose.

Mr. DICKINSON. I propose that the amendment shall
apply to all appropriation bills for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1933.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. So that there is a divisible
question before the Senate if any Senator wishes to have
it divided.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I thought I had the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., The Senator from Wash-
ington has the floor.

Mr. JONES. As I understand, the proposition now is to
make the motion of the Senator from Tennesses apply to
every appropriation bill during the remainder of the session?

Mr. McKELLAR. Every appropriation bill that may be
considered hereaffer during the session.

Mr. JONES. And including the pending bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair understands
the motion before the Senate now to be the motion of the
Senator from Tennessee, to the effect that the pending bill
is to be recommitted to the committee with instructions to
reduce the appropriations 10 per cent below the aggrezate
of the figures contained in the bill as it came to the Senate
from the House, and that all appropriation bills hereafter
reported shall contain a similar reduction.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I hope the motion will be
divided, for the reason that if it should be adopted in its
present form it would affect the second deficiency hill, and
it might be absolutely impossible to apply the motion to
that bill,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, there is a
practical consideration which I think ought to be looked at
by the Senate in dealing with the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Iowa. The House of Representatives has
not as yet passed several of the other appropriation bills,
That body is reducing the appropriations very substantially,
and it is my impression that the process of reduction there
is likely to be accentuated and is certain to be continued.
For that reason, I am going to suggest to the Senator from
Iowa the propriety of withdrawing the amendment he has
proposed. We can not deal with a bill that has not reached
the Senafe; it is a parliamentary impracticability to provide
now that, no matter what reductions the House may make
in future bills, we propose automatically to reduce them
10 per cent without any further consideration.

Upon mature thought, I do not believe the Senate should
enter into such an arrangement; I think it will prove detri-
mental in the long run and obstructive.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state that,
technically; the suggestion of the Senator from Iowa has
passed out of that Senator’s hands and is now in the hands
of the Senator from Tennessee, having been made a part of
his motion.
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Mr. McRKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Washington yield to me?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. I see the force of the objection that
has been raised. When the matter first came up it struck
me in this way: I expected to make the motion to recommit
with reference to each appropriation bill as it came up, and
1 thought, Why take several bites at the same cherry. How-
ever, upon reflection, I am inclined to believe that it will be
better if the course I desire to take were taken as fo each
individual bill. Of course it would not do so far as defi-
ciency appropriations are concerned, and furthermore it
would not do for us to anticipate the action of the House.
For that reason I am going to ask to further amend my
motion by striking out the amendment which has been
offered and accepted.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Washington yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield until we can have this matfer
straightened out.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I simply wanted to show
the folly of the method of procedure which the Senafe is
adopting by recommitting appropriation bills with a certain
yardstick with reference to reductions, If it is good for one
bill, why is it not good for all; and if it is goed for the com-
mittee, why is it not good for the Senate? It is for that
reason that I wanted to make it permissible to raise a point
of order when an amendment was offered which would have
the effect of increasing the appropriations contained in the
bill above the 10 per cent limitation.

As a matter of fact, I voted against the other motion to
recommit, and I expect to vote against the pending motion
to recommit. I do not believe it is the proper thing for the
Senate to do. In my judgment, if there are any items in this
appropriation bill that ought to be reduced. the Senate ought
to have the couraze to study the bill and reduce them on the
fioor, and not turn the bill back with a 10 per cent blanket
clause for reduction.

Mr. President, I withdraw my amendment to the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With the consent of the
Senator from Iowa, the Senator from Tennessee modifies his
motion so that the question before the Senate is the ques-
tion of recommitting the bill with instructions.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I am going to take just a
little of the time of the Senate. I desire to call attention to
what the Senate is proposing to do. Of course, if the Senate
desires to do that thing, and considers it well to do it, it is
all right with me. I am a Senator just the same as anybody
else here, and I am no more responsible than any other Sen-
ator, except as I have charge of the bill that the Senate is
considering,

What is it proposed to do? It is proposed to take an ap-
propriation hill and send it back to the committee and direct
the committee to report a bill carrying a total that is 10 per
cent below the tofal amount carried by the bill as it passed
the House of Representatives. In other words, the Senate
says that all of the amendments of the Senate committee
are set aside, and the Senate will take this bill as it passed
the House, cut down by 10 per cent. If the Senate desires
to do that in the face of what has been done with regard
to this hill, that is for the Senate to determine.

How has this bill been handled so far?

In the first place, all the items in the bill have been con-
sidered by the department that is primarily interested, and
that probably knows more about the details of the various
jtems than any other part of the Government. Then the
items have gone to the Budget Bureau; and the Budget Bu-
reau, as I understand, in connection with the department,
has considered every item very carefully, and has cuf out
some and accepted others and finally agreed upon what it
felt it should refer to Congress.

This estimate by the Budget Bureau, concurred in by the
department, has come to the House of Representatives, a
coordinate branch of the Government. What action has it
taken? What has it done in regard to this bill? Has it
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acted hastily? Has it taken these items and said, “ These
items must be reduced, regardless of the merits ”?

The House of Representatives has referred this bill to its
committee. Its commiitee has gone over every item in the
bill. It has investigated every one of them, as the hearings
will show. It has passed upon the reasons for the item and
has passed upon the reasons against it. It has bad before it
the representatives of the department, who know more about
each item than anybody else. It has accepted some; it has
rejected others. It has lowered many; and then the com-
mittee has reported the result of its consideration to the
House.

That does not end the matter. The bill has been con-
sidered by the House of Representatives one item at a time.
Paragraph by paragraph it has been discussed and finally
acted upon by the House of Representatives.

Then the bill has come to the Senate. It has been re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations. What was the
conduct of that committee?

In the first place, we have made it a rule to ask each de-
partment whether or not the bill as it has passed the House
is satisfactory or whether there are any objections, whether
anything can be cut out, whether it can be reduced in any
way. Here is a copy of the letter sent to the committee by
the Secretary of State in reply to a letter to him. I hope
Senators will pay attention to this:

I thank you for your letter of February 19, 1932, asking me to
indicate the changes which I think absolutely necessary and my
reasons for such changes in the bill (H. H. 8349) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State and Justice and for the
Judiciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the
fiscal year June 30, 1933,

In regard to the hope you express that I can point out some
items in the House bill that can be omitted or further reduced—

I expressed that hope in the letter to the Secretary of
State—
I desire to say that I fully appreciate the necessity for reducing
appropriations under present conditions as far as may be done
consistently with the public interest. It was in this spirit that
the estimates for the Department of State for 1833 when submitted
to the Bureau of the Budget showed a reduction of nearly 1,000,000
below the amounts requested by those in immediate charge of the
varlous activities of the department.

In other words, the request of those who were especially
interested and especially acquainted with these various mat-
ters was taken by the Department of State itself and cut
down nearly a million dollars. . ;

In collaboration with the Bureau of the Budget a further reduc-

tion of over a million dollars was made. The House of Repre-
sentatives has made a still further reduction—

They have made it as we propose to make it. They have
not made this reduction simply by an arbitrary cut. They
have made the reduction, as I said a while ago, by going
over, item by item, all of the proposed appropriations.

The House of Representatives has made a still further reduc-
tion of $1,492,212.77, so that the amount carried by the appropria-
tion biil now pending in the House of Representatives is £3,174,-
214.22 below the amount appropriated for the current year. While
I have every desire to cooperate with the Congress to the fullest
extent, I do not feel that in justice to the responsibilities resting
upon this department and the Foreign Service I can suggest fur-
ther reductions. On the contrary—

This is a responsible official of the Government, the head
of one of the great departments of the Government. He is
just as much interested in saving money as we are. He has
to look after the interests of the Government, however, in
the particular matter that he is looking into. He says:

I do not feel that in justice to the responsibilities resting upon
this department and the Forelgn Bervice I can suggest further
reductions. On the contrary, I deem It my duty to recommend
several increases gver the amounts in the House bill,

The representatives of the various departments covered
by this bill have written to us similar letters. Similar action
has been taken with reference to the Department of Justice,
the Department of Commerce, and the Department of
Labor. :

What are we to do? Are we to take this bill, which has
been so carefully considered in every detail by every de-
partment of the Government, and just arbitrarily say, “ You
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must cut off 10 per cent below what you have been present-
ing to the United States Senate?”

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. JONES. I yield. .

Mr. MCKELLAR. Take the very first item in the bill, of
$1,915,540 in the office of the Secretary of State. That
item in the last five years has grown in this way: In 1928
we appropriated $1,089,000; in 1929, $1,045,000; in 1930,
$1,340,000; and for the fiscal year 1933 it has jumped up
to $1,915,000. In other words, if we follow the recommenda-
tions of the department itself, we increase this item for
doing virtually the same work from $1,000,000 to $1,900,000,
or nearly double.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I am not going to discuss
these different items, so far as that is coneerned, except to
say that this Government has developed in the last five
years in every activity in which we are engaged. It has
increased very greatly. Notwithstanding that fact, the
State Department, as they say in the letter, recognizing the
condition of things that confronts the country, in the face
of the increases that we made and the activities that we
enlarged when times were good, are themselves making such
reductions as they feel they consistently can make with the
welfare of the Government at heart just as much as we
have it at heart.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator says that the activities
of the Government have increased in the last five years.
The principal activity for the last two or three years has
been a depression; and it seems to me that now, of all
times, we should conserve our resources, and not appro-
priate extravagantly, as recommended by the department.

Mr, JONES. Mr. President, I recognize the force of that
argument, as far as that is concerned. That is an argu-
ment which every Senator should consider; but the question
is whether we will make anything by this haphazard way
of reducing appropriations. It is a haphazard way. It can
not help but be that, and it may do more harm than good,
although undoubtedly it tends toward reducing expendi-
fures.

I desire to call attention to this matter to which the
Senator has just called attention in the Department of
State.

Mr. McKELLAR. What page?

Mr. JONES. On page 2 of the bill, under the Depart-
ment of State, for the Secretary’s office, for the current
year the appropriation is $1,960,588. The estimate that
came in for the coming fiscal year was $1,975,000—just a
little increase over last year., That was cut down by the
House to $1,915,540. There is not any question but that
the House is just as anxious for economy as we are; and
considering the condition of the country and considering
the absolutely imperative needs of this department, it cut
down the amount to $1,915,540. We have not changed that.
We have no facts, no justification, in my judgment, for an
arbitrary 10 per cent reduction. The item might stand
that reduction. I think the Senate ought to determine,
upon consideration of that item alone, what ought to be
cut there, and in the same way it ought to determine what
other items ought to be cut.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, it has seemed to me that
this motion was not presented at the right stage of the
proceedings, I have the feeling that the Senate itself
should perfect this bill before it seeks to send it back to
the committee. The Senate should share the responsibility
for the changes which are made. I am inclined to vote for
such a motion at some time or other, but I do not think
we should adopt it until we have made the effort in the
Senate to make such changes in the bill as would result in
ultimate economy.

Frankly, I feel that it is not fair to the committee to
send the bill back to the committee, and ask them arbi-
trarily to cut 10 per cent from the aggregate. If might
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well be that in the discussion on the floor we might find
that we could make greater reductions than 10 per cent in
the total, but we should not evade -the responsibility rest-
ing upon us to perfect the bill, and -we should not be
stampeded into doing something which may refard govern-
ment, which may interfere seriously with the operation of
government,

Every one of us wants to have economy, and rigid econ-
omy, practiced, but we can not evade our own individual
responsibility as Members of the Senate to inspect and
study, analyze, and, if possible, reduce the proposals. That

.is the way I feel about it.

I wish this motion of the Senator from Tennessee might
come at a later time, after the Senate itself has had an
opportunity to see what it can do with the bill,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, let me call the attention of
the Senator from New York to another fact. I agree with
him to a great extent, if not entirely. But suppose we
go on considering the various appropriation. bills, and then
have similar motions, as we had as to the Interior Depart-
ment bill. We would do away with everything we had
done. If does not mean the reduction of 10 per cent in the
bill as reported by the Senate committee. It means a re-
duction of the bill by 10 per cent below what the figures
were as the bill passed the House, without consideration of
any amendment we may have considered, or any matters
which the Secretary of State may have suggested to our
committee which we ought to add to the bill. I think the
Senator's suggestions are exactly what we ought to follow.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, I want to make a
further suggestion. The Senate spent several days in con-
sidering the Interior Department appropriation bill. The
time was wasted, for the reason that we have to go back
and begin all over. If the Committee on Appropriations of
the SBenate is to be commanded to reduce the appropriations
10 per cent below what the House allowed, then we ought to
know it in advance, and the motion ought to be made when
the bill first comes on to the floor, or there ought to be a
general resolution adopted by the Senate, and then we would
be prepared when a bill came on the floor,

One thing more. I hope every Senator who votes in the
affirmative on this motion to recommit will take that fact
into consideration when amendments are offered on the floor
of the Senate to increase the appropriations, as will be the
case if the bill comes back to the floor of the Senafe carry-
ing 10 per cent reductions all along the line, as the Senate
is about to command. I do not see how any Senator can
vote to send the hill back to the committee and, when it is
reported back and comes on the floor of the Senate, vote to
increase any item in the bill which will increase the total.
That is the reason why I made the suggestion in my previous
remarks.

Mr. JONES. I was just about to suggest that situation
to the Senate. Suppose we send the bill back to the com-
mittee under this motion, and the committee does the best it
can, and strikes down items here and there and yonder
without any special consideration, because this reduction
resolution is being passed upon without any special consid-
eration. We cut out items so as to comply with the Senate’s
order, and then the bill comes back to the Senate. No Sen-
ator would be prevented from offering an amendment. No
Senator would be prevented from proposing that an increase
be made, or that a new item be put into the bill, or any-
thing of the sort. The motion would simply bind the com-
mittee and direct that we must report the bill back to the
Senate with the aggregate reduced 10 per cent below the
figures sent over by the House, and then the Senate could
consider it in whatever way it pleased, amendments being
offered, which would be in order, of course. Senators may
offer amendments of various kinds and the Senate can dis-
regard its instructions to the committee. There will be no
instructions then. The Senate, of course, is & body to itself.
It can put on as much as it pleases and take off as much as
it pleases.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senafor yield?

Mr. JONES, I yield.
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Mr. SMOOT. I wanted to call attention to the situation
we are in with the Interior Department appropriation bill.
The House passed the Interior Department appropriation
bill, it came over to the Senate, and the Senafe added
approximately $4,000,000 to it. .Then came the motion of

the Senator from Tennessee to reduce the bill 10 per cent.

below the amount the House appropriated. In other words,
there were all the increases put on in the Senate, which
must be taken out or an equivalent amount taken out of
some other part of the bill. That is the situation.

It seems to me the Senator from Washingion is per-
fectly correct; if this plan is fo be carried out and applied
to the bill as it passed the House, that is what we want to

know. Then we will go at the matter the best we can, and

if the order of the Senate can be complied with we will
report the bill to the Senate, and if it can not be we will
come to the Senate and say so.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, just a word or two more and
I will be through, I think the Senate clearly appreciates
the situation which confronts us—appreciates what is pro-
posed to be done.

If the Senate says to the Committee on Appropriations,
“ You must cut the appropriations 10 per cent below the
* House figures,” the committee will do that. The bill will
come back to this body. It will again be for the approval or
disapproval of the Senate. It will then be open to amend-
ment, just the same as it is now. It does seem to me that
the right course for us to take is to consider the bill, with
the amendments which are proposed, by whomever they are
proposed, and decide upon the course we want to take.

I want to suggest this to the Senate, and I say it in all
frankness; I was authorized to say it in frankness: If the
Senate agrees to this motion and the bill is sent to con-
ference with the amendments which.will be made necessary
by the direction of the Senate, they will be accepted by the
House conferees without any question. Whatever they may
think about the efficacy or the wisdom of the amendments,
I have been authorized to say after conversation with the
chairman of the House Committee on Appropriations that
they will accept the amendments we put on.

Mr, FLETCHER. What amendments?

Mr., JONES. The amendments made necessary under the
motion directing the 10 per cent reduction. However we
may dispose of that 10 per cent matter, it will be accepted
by the House conferees.

Does the Senate desire to act in that way in regard to
this important bill? If that action is taken with reference
to this bill, as the Senate has already acted with reference
to the Interior Department appropriation bill, why should it
not so act with reference to subsequent bills? I do not say
this in the way of a threat but simply as a fact; but if the
Senate applies such a rule to this bill, I shall expect it to
apply the same rule to subsequent bills. So we vote on this
proposition with our eyes open with reference to that phase
of the situation,

I think I am just as economical as any Member of this
body.. I think I recognize the situation just as clearly as
any Member of this body does. I propose to hold appropria-
tions down where I do not think holding them down will do
more harm than good, but where I do think that it would
do more harm to cut in the way suggested I will oppose
such action, unless the Senate directs us to act differently.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER. I want to suggest to the Senator that
if the House recognizes that the Senate is disposed to
reduce every bill 10 per cent all if has to do is to raise every
bill 10 per cent, with the idea that the Senaie is going to
reduce it.

Mr. JONES. They could follow that course. Nevertheless
they will do with reference to this bill as I have stated.

If we adopt the hard and fast rule with reference to all
these measures, the House will act with knowledge of that
intention on the part of the Senate, and taking that into

account. By the adoption of this motion we would notify:

the House that they could act as they saw fit, but they would
know what was coming and they could fake advantage of
their knowledge and meet the situation.

I think the wise course for the Senate to pursue is to take
this bill up and wherever an item ought to be cut down or
cut out, cut it down or cut it out, and let us pass the bill
as we think it ought to be passed.

Mr. SMOOT. Unless if is passed in that way we shall see
a deficiency bill come in to cover most of the amounts cut
out. That is what is going to happen; I care not what ac-
tion is taken to-day, if the 10 per cent is taken off, we will
find a deficiency bill here before the fiscal year which this
appropriation bill covers ends.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the Senate
has arrived at what I believe will prove to be a crisis in the
legislative program of the present session. In supporting
an amendment to reduce these general appropriation bills

10 per cent no one, I presume, proceeds on the theory that -

the allowance of the amounts estimated for would be reck-
less extravagance. If we respond to the argument made by
the Senator from Washington and accept the conclusions
and representations of the heads of the departments as to
the amounts required for the services which they represent,
we will never be able to reduce the total cost of government.

I wonder whether it is necessary for me at this stage of
the proceedings to enter into a prolonged argument to
enforce that conclusion in the minds of other Senators.

Mr, JONES. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. JONES. I know the Senator did not intend to mis-
represent my attitude, but I do not take the position that

we must take the items as they are recommended by the:

departments. We have not done that in making our recom-
mendations. We consider them,; however, and reduce wher-
ever we think reductions should be made.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senafor correctly
states that he did not say that the representations of the
heads of departments were absolutely conclusive, but I re-
call that a material part of his time was consumed in
trying to convince the Senate that the departments know
what their departments meed much better than Senators
can know.

Mr. President, it is just exactly acquiescence in that
principle which has led this Government to a position where
we are required to reverse our attitude. If we go on pur-
suing that course we will find that over a definite period of
years instead of the Government growing smaller and less
expensive it will be growing larger and more expensive.
That is a natural process, one that is not to be condemned
in all of its details.

We are confronted with this situation. We have a Gov-
ernment which costs $4,000,000,000 a year, at a time when

our revenues are scarcely $2,000,000,000 a year. From limif

to limit of this country the cry is resounding, “ Reduce your
costs. Do not increase taxes.” E

In my judgment, we can not restore a proper proportion
between revenues and Government expenses without resort-
ing to both plans, reducing expenses and increasing reve-
nues. :

Revenues from income taxes have diminished alarmingly
during the period of the present depression. The amount of
revenue received from income taxes up to the present date
compared with last year is only approximately one-half, and
that ratio is likely to be continued throughout the fiscal
year. We are confronted with a practical proposition.’ If
we rely on the judgment of the departments we will make

only a few small reductions and they will amount to very

little when it comes to solving our great problem.

The Senafor from Washington made an appeal on the
ground that the House of Representatives had cut the bill
to the very bone and that the House is just as much inter-
ested in economy as the Senate can be. That is true. The
House did perform a very valuable service. It reduced the
estimates in many items. But still the bill carries an amaz-
ingly large aggregate. At a time when the Treasury is
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almost bankrupt we are proposing to appropriate more than
twice the amount that was appropriated for the Department
of Commerce in the year 1925. Think of that! Only seven
years have elapsed. In 1925 the aggregate appropriation for
the Department of Commerce was $24,000,000 plus. It is
now very near $55,000,000.

What is the object of the Department of Commerce? I
think I need not enter into that in detail, but surely, when
we analyze the results that have come from its efforts, rapid
increase is not justified. Our foreign commerce is diminish-
ing. It may be and doubtless is true that it would be still
less than it is if it were not for the activities of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. I raise no question about that. But I
wonder if we are to be committed now to the judgment of
the Secretary of Commerce or any other executive officer
that the amount estimated for must be appropriated in spite
of the fact that we are having the greatest difficulty in
obtaining the revenues necessary to meet the absolutely
indispensable expenses of government.

The same thing is true of other departments. It is true
in a less degree of the Department of Labor, of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, of the Department of State.

Mr. . LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The Senator has pointed out the situation
with reference to the Department of Commerce and I agree
with him. I also agreed with the proposed reduction in the
appropriation for the Department of the Interior. The
Department of Commerce apparently can stand a very large
reduction. I was just wondering, instead of sending the bill
back to the committee with instructions to make a reduction
of 10 per cent, whether it would not be better that the Sen-
ate first prescribe the reductions to which the departments
should be subjected rather than to have the bill go back to
the committee and reductions put where they could possibly
not be supported.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is an open question.
That is one of the questions raised by the Senator from
Washington. My experience is, I will say to the Senator
from Louisiana, that in efforts to reduce general appro-
priation bills in the Senate the tendency has been to in-
crease them rather than to decrease them upon the con-
sideration of specific amendments, There is reason for that.
It is not as absurd as one would first think, because prac-
tically every item in the bill and any amendment that may
be offered to an item in the bill has in itself, considered
from what I may term the intrinsic standpoint, some ele-
ment of merit; that is, there may be presented arguments
to sustain it. It is just exactly that fact that makes neces-
sary in my judgment the adoption of the policy involved in
the amendment. After all, it is the Budget policy. It says,
“You have so much money that you can expend for the
purposes of this particular department. Now tell us how
that may best be distributed.”

Mr. BINGHAM, Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am glad to yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. Is it not true that exactly what happens
is that about six or eight months before the bill comes to
Congress the President says to each department, “ You may
have so much money, Divide it as you deem best ”? Then
what the Senate is asked to do, and I join with the Senator
from Arkansas in the hope that it will do if, is to say to the
Appropriation Committee, “ That was too much. Cut it 10
per cent. Consult with the Budget and the department as
to the best way the cut may be made.”

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The statement of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut is correct with this single exception.
I do not understand that the President in the beginning
says to the head of a department, “ You can have $200,-
000,000 or $400,000,000 or $1,000,000.” The directions which
he actually gives, as I am informed, are, “ You must reduce
your estimates as much as you can without interfering with
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the efficient administration of your department.” Upon that
direction the Cabinet member who is the head of the depart-
ments directs that the estimates be made up. As stated
by the Senator from Connecticut, that is all right in a time
of prosperity; that is all right when revenues are abundant,
as they have been until the last year or two. But it cer-
tainly is not a policy that can be strictly adhered to in a
time like the present.

We know that no matter how the tax problem confronting
the present session of Congress is finally resolved, we know

‘that no matter whether a general sales tax is levied or a

luxury sales tax is levied and other sources of revenue pro-
vided for, there will still be an enormous deficit in the
Treasury which can be covered only by the exercise of the
power to borrow, and in every case where we issue bonds
there should be provision for the payment of interest and
sinking fund. So that it is not a question which arises in
normal times. I think the Government has been growing
too fast, even though the times have been prosperous up
until the recent years.

It is a question of whether we wish to take hold of this
matter and determine it decisively and emphatically. Does
anyone doubt that if a reduction of 10 per cent is made——

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Before the Senator leaves the question of the
Department of Commetrce may I say that we have had con-
siderable experience with the Department of Commerce
through the port of New Orleans. We have had to main-
tain agents in all of the principal centers of foreign coun-
tries where we were doing business. We have received prac-
tically no benefit, so far as we can ascertain, from the
Department of Commerce. I do not know of any other port
that has been receiving any particular benefit through the
Department of Commerce. Certainly the result at our port
has been that since 1925 our foreign commerce has shown
no increase, but I would think rather a decrease. I see no
reason for the Department of Commerce being operated on
revenues in double the amount they received in 1925. For
that reason I have been hopeful that before the bill left
the floor of the Senate, such aggravated items as that re-
lating to the Department of Commerce would be slashed to
such an extent as to bring them down to the amount with
which they could probably mecre effectively and more effi-
ciently operate. g

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND, I think there is a £300,000 cut in the
very item which the Senator from Louisiana mentions. I
would like to say that the experience of my State is that
the foreign agents have been of extreme value to the mer-
chants and manufacturers of New York, so no matter what
item comes up we find that one section of the country will
be aligned against another as to its beneficial results. But
in that particular item there has been a cuf, if I remember
correctly, of about $300,000.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think there is this justifi-
cation for the reduction of the appropriations for the De-
partment of Commerce. In spite of all the activities to
stimulate foreign commerce, which is presumed to be one of
the primary functions of the Department of Commerce, we
find now that our foreign commerce is constantly shrinking
and that in spite of everything that has been dcne, in spite
of this enormous expenditure to promote commerce, we are
still losing commerce all the time. It may be entirely true
that the Department of Commerce is not responsible for that
result, but it certainly is true that it has not been efficient
enough to overcome whatever causes have resulted in the
reduction of our foreign commerce.

Now, Mr. President——

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
before he leaves that point?
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND. It seems to me one of the great mis-
takes made by the administration was the failure of the
President last June, when there was a world gathering here
of chambers of commerce, to take advantage of the gathering
to discuss these matters of economic interest. We have
world conditions involved in the depression of trade every-
where, and in our country particularly, but when there was
an opportunity for a practical consideration of the problem
there was a complete failure on the part of the administra-
tion to take advantage of it.

In regard to the particular matter referred to by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, I would still think there is very impor-
tant work to be done through the foreign agents of the
Department of Commerce in the development of American
commerce.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield further to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly.

Mr. LONG. I do not believe the Senator is really aware
of what actually happens at his own port of New York. As
a matter of fact, long before the depression came, as I be-
lieve the statistics will show, because I have had occasion to
investigate them, we were losing traffic at the port of New
Orleans, losing it at about the rate the activities of the
department were increasing. There has not been any prac-
tical result from the activities of the department that we
have been able to find. Out of New Orleans our foreign
business is as widely scattered as from any port in the world.
I do not think there is any reason in'the world now, par-
ticularly with the Department of Commerce showing no re-
sults in securing any trade, so far as we have been able to
find, why the department should not be put back upon the
basis where it was seven years ago. I believe if we would
restrict the activities of the Department of Commerce they
might do better, because in instances where we have been
attempting to develop the commerce with Latin America
which we were enjoying seven years ago we know that the
activities of the depariment have restricted rather than
helped us. Fewer agents of the department in foreign coun-
tries would be more helpful than more agents.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. However that may be, one
fact stands out indisputably, and that is that during this
period when the Department of Commerce has been grow-
ing and expanding so rapidly our commerce for at least a
considerable part of that time has been diminishing and has
been shrinking.

The rule of rapid increase applies to nearly all the de-
partments. The legislative establishment in 1925 cost $16,-
648,000; in 1932—and the figures I am using are all for that
year—the legislative establishment reguired $27,832,000, or
approximately twice as much as in 1925. I do not think
anyone here will contend that the Department of Commerce
is worth more than twice as much to this Government now
as it was in 1925, or that the legislative department is worth
twice as much as it was in 1925.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. May I remind the Senator—I am in
entire sympathy with him—that the Department of Com-
merce since those years has been given a number of other
activities that it did not have before such as the Census
Bureau, the Bureau of Mines, and the Patent Office. They
have swollen its appropriations beyond what would be a
fair ratio of increase.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is a fair statement,
and I thank the Senator for injecting it at this point, be-
cause it might have been omitted but for his interruption.

The appropriations for independent offices have increased
from $411,000,000 plus in 1925 to $1,383,000,000 plus in
1932, That is more than three times as much within seven
years.
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The Department of Agriculture cost the Government
$74,000,000 plus in 1925, and in 1932 it cost $422,000,000
plus. Here. also I should say that certain special activities
were required of the Department of Agriculfure, which con-
tributed in part to that increase.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ar-
kansas permit another interruption?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr, BINGHAM. I think the Senator from Arkansas men-
tioned the fact that the appropriation for the independent
offices had increased more than three times.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes, sir,

Mr. BINGHAM. Did the Senator also state the fact that
that increase was almost entirely due to the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am not sure what pro-
portion of it is due to the Veterans’ Administration. What
I am pointing out is that appropriations for general govern-
mental purposes have grown from a total of $3,748,000,000
in 1925 to $5,178,000,000 in 1932.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Arkansas
yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. FESS. Has the Senator the figures before him rela-
tive to the appropriations made for the Post Office Depart-
ment?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have before me the fig-
ures showing the appropriations for the Post Office Depart-
ment and the Postal Service payable from, postal revenues.
The appropriation for that purpose was $629,000,000 plus
in 1925, and it was $844,000,000 plus in 1932.

Mr. FESS. Those figures show that the increase of ap-
propriations in the case of the Post Office Department is
not nearly so great as in the case of the other departments.
While I agree that the growth in appropriations for the
departments is almost exorbitant, I am wondering how much
in the meantime the business of the country has grown.
The expenditures for the Post Office Department would fur-
nish a good barometer by which to make a comparison; but
the figures quoted by the Senator from Arkansas show that
the increase of appropriations for the Post Office Depart-
ment has only been from about $600,000,000 plus in 1925 to
$800,000,000 in 1932.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The figures quoted repre-
sent the cost of operating the Post Office Department.

Mr. FESS. Has the Senator before him the figures show-
ing the receipts of the Post Office Department?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The revenues from the
Post Office Department are not given on the fable I am
using.

Mr. FESS. The increase in the revenues of the Post Office
Department would be about in the same proportion as the
increase in the appropriations for its support.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is fair to say that the
State Department has not shown the expansion and in-
crease of appropriations that have marked other depart-
ments. In 1925 its cost was $15,000,000 plus, and in 1932 it
was $18,000,000 plus. I am omitting the thousands for con-
venience’s sake.

What has just been said of the State Department is like-
wise true of the Treasury Department. In 1925 the appro-
priation for the Treasury Department was $269,000,000 plus,
and in 1932 it was $278,000,000 plus.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, the Senator from Ar-
kansas will remember that nearly $100,000,000 has been
taken away from the Treasury for the enforcement of the
prohibition act and has been given to the Department of
Justice. I am not sure as to the figure; the amount may be
less.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It would be nothing like
that amount.

Mr. BINGHAM. I find it is about $30,000,000.
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Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, It is about $30,000,000.
That, of course, accounts for some part of the discrepancy;
but, on the whole, the department has been growing, the
Government has been expanding, and the cost of govern-
ment has been increasing.

We are now at a time when we can not afford a $4,000,-
000,000 or $5,000,000,000 annual National Government; we
must reduce our expenses; for, no matfer in what form we
seek to obtain the taxes which are necessary to overcome
the deficit, we are going to encounter very great dificulty;
and we have not solved that problem by any means.

I think it will cause difficulty, it will occasion annoyance,
to make a reduction as much as is contemplated by this
amendment, but we can not avoid it, and if we simply rely
on amendments to be agreed to in the Senate, without
regard to the total amount of the bill, we shall have what
actually happened in the committee occurring in the Senate.
The committee commends the House for reducing the esti-
mates and then reports a bill that increases the appropria-
tions over those provided by the House by $1,017,000 plus.
No criticism is offered of the committee for that, but efforts
to reduce by separate amendments is a process that is inef-
fective. It is the same process that is suggested to be pur-
sued here, If we leave this open to the proposition that
individual amendments shall be added to the committee
amendments, this bill will go back to the House probably
with several million dollars added, just as was the case in
the agricultural appropriation bill and in the Interior De-
partment appropriation bill, although the latter bill has not
gone back to the House but has been recommitted to the
committee,

Mr. BINGHAM, Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Connectictit?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thought the Senator was nearly
through, but since he has been so kind as to yield to me,
may I not give this additional information which came to
me only a day or two ago?

I asked the Treasury Department what the receipts and
expenditures had been for the 12 months previous to March
1, 1932, The Senator will realize that that includes all
receipts of income taxes, the first quarter of which were paid
March 15, 1931. The period includes a part of two fiscal
years and the figures show how we have been running be-
hind; they show how far the country has been going back
and the small likelihood of our being able to raise much
more from income and other taxes. The figures as given
me by the Treasury Department are these: That during the
period from March 1, 1931, to March 1, 1932, the Govern-
ment received from all sources $2,629,557,267, and the Gov-
ernment spent $5,000,161,594—just about 2 to 1.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Approximately 2 to 1.

There is nothing in present conditions to indicate an increase
in revenues from existing sources which are now being
tapped within the next few months, and circumstances do
not seem to me to justify the belief that business will be so
revived within the early future as to assure that a part of
the deficit will be overcome without additional taxes. The
figures the Senator has given are believed to be accurate, and
they illustrate the point that is attempted to be made.
- Now, what solution have we for this very great problem?
‘We may raise income taxes to any figure that has been pro-
posed and the additional amount of revenue that will be
received from them will be comparatively unimportant. We
may impose certain taxes on so-called luxuries and the
aggregate amount will be inadequate.

The problem is to cut expenses in every way possible. I
have not the slightest doubt that there will be less suffering,
less annoyance resulting from the reduction proposed by the
Senator from Tennessee, than there will be to the taxpayers
of this Nation when we attempt to levy such an amount as
must be levied. It is not a mere question of being *“ nice ” to
people or doing what we would like to do; it is a question of
doing something substantial and decisive.
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Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I make a suggestion
to the Senator, if it will not interrupt the thread of his
argument?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Georgia? :

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. The habit of leaving to the Budget Bu-
reau, and throwing upon the President the necessity for
economy, is an exact reversal of what ought to be done by
the legislative branch of the Government. The Congress
alone has the power to appropriate, and if the Congress does
not exercise that power the Budget Bureau and the Execu-
tive himself are not likely to come to the Congress and ask
for the elimination of any needless expenditure of money or
for the elimination of any needless bureau or board or com-
mission or other agenty of government: but when and if
the Congress exercises its primary duty and obligation to
place a definite and distinct limitation upon all appropria-
tions made for any department of the Government, then we
may hope that there will be some actual progress made
toward economy in government.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Georgia
is entirely correct, and his suggestion has prompted this
additional thought: Those of us who have been in Congress
for a great many years realize that there is a measure of
competition between or among the departments in their
efforts to secure appropriations. The head of the depart-
ment who can do best for his organization, who can secure
the largest amount of money and the most liberal authoriza-
tions for salaries is usually quite popular with his depart-
ment; and, as suggested by the Senator from Georgia, this
system does not make for the promotion of rigid economy,
such economy as is necessary to be practiced at this time.

Mr. President, the Senator from Washington made a
statement intended to prevent the Senate from agreeing to
the pending motion, and that was that if we adopt the
motion the House will accept it. Mr. President, that is to
me very gratifying information, and for that reason, as well
as for the others that I have attempted to assign, I shall sup-
port the motion.

Mr. VANDENBERG obtained the floor.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. VANDENBERG, I do. ¥

Mr. GLASS. Before the Senator from Arkansas takes his
seat I should like to inguire if he happens to know what
is the relative increase in the cost of government for this
fiscal year and the receipts of revenue by the Government
as contrasted with, say, 1914—the year before the war?

- Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have not compiled those
figures. I think, however, they could be easily obtained.

Mr. GLASS. It would be very interesting to know what
the contrast is; whether in the matter of expenditures we
have far exceeded the percentage of increase in the revenues
of the Government.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no doubt of the
fact that the revenues are diminishing now; and that is one
of the circumstances that make absolutely necessary a
diminution in expenditures. As compared with the period
of 1914, T have not the figures,

Mr. GLASS. I would undertake to say, from my personal
observation, that the Government is not more efficiently ad-
ministered now than it was 16 years ago.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will per-
mit me——-

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield; although I should like to
proceed.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will read these figures:

On page 184 of the Statistical Abstract of the United States
for 1930, it appears that there was appropriated for the De-
partment of Commerce, for the fiscal year 1919, the sum of
$15,000,000 plus. The next year it went up to $30,000,000. In
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1921 it was reduced to $23,000,000 plus; in 1922, $17,000,000;
in 1923, $20,000,000; in 1924, $22,000,000. Since that time it
has more than doubled; and to-day the amount recom-
mended is $54,000,000 plus.

Mr. GLASS. My inquiry was not directed to any particu-
lar department of the Government, but to the total receipts
and total expenditures of 1914, as contrasted with the total
receipts and the total expenditures now. It would be infer-
esting to know, if the chairman of the Finance Committee
of the Senate can furnish the information, just what is the
relative percentage of increase in revenues and expenditures
for those two periods.

Mr, SMOOT. I have not the report, Mr. President; but
I can send and get it in just a moment.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have sent for the figures
and will put them into the Recorb.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas subseguently said:

Mr, President, a few moments ago, about the time when
my remarks were being concluded, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Grass] made an inquiry about the comparison of ap-
propriations and revenues in the year 1914. The following
figures have been handed to-me. I have not had the oppor-
tunity of confirming them myself, but I believe them to'be
correct.

In 1914 the aggregate appropriations of government were
$1,098,000,000 plus, and in 1914 the revenues were $1,018,-
000,000 plus, slightly less than the total amount of appro-
priations, but the difference was not sufficient to occasion
any difficulty.

We have gone from a little over a billion dollars in 1914 to
$5,000,000,000 in 1932, in round figures, in our appropria-
tions. The revenues have been falling off very rapidly and
now equal less than half the amount of our expenditures,
taking the figures furnished by the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to the Senator from Washingion?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to proceed briefiy, Mr.
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator declines to yield
further.

Mr. VANDENBERG. ' Mr. President, I listened to the
persuasive reasons submitted by the very able and always
conscientious chairman of the Appropriations Committee
why this motion should not prevail. I think there is an
unanswerable preponderance of reason why it should pre-
vail, and I rise in sympathy with the views just expressed
by the distinguished minority leader.

1t is perfectly true that the Senate is to be indicted for
supreme inconsistency in connection with its action in rela-
tion to the Interior Department bill through the adoption
of the horizontal 10 per cent reduction formula submitted
by the Senator from Tennessee. Perhaps it is the final in-
consistency that I am in favor of the same 10 per cent
reduction formula in the pending bill, in spite of these other
inconsistencies; but the situation, taken in all its implica-
tions, drives me to the inevitable conclusion that this is the
only avenue of practical and substantial economic hope.

The Senate was inconsistent in first voting added appro-
priations into the bill and then ordering the Appropriations
Committee to take out the appropriations which we had
put in and 10 per cent more. That was inconsistent. It
was a species of fiscal piety which might be termed thun-
dering in the index. We certainly were inconsistent when we
declined the amendment of the House providing for a
practically painless reduction in Federal personnel and the
expense involved in it. We were decidedly inconsistent when
we declined the House plan and failed to offer any of our
own. But that was not the worst of the inconsistency, Mr.
President. The worst of the inconsistency was that a
perverse majority of the Senate, on a roll call, declined to
add to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Ten-
nessee the formula which I offered and which could have
produced a swift and practical reorganization of a large
part of this bureaucratic structure which is substantially
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responsible for the burdensome difficulties in which we
find ourselves. But, in spite of all those inconsistencies, I
agree absolutely with the Senator from Arkansas in the
propositions which he submits, that, all other recourses
obviously having failed, we must take the only one left,
which is a major operation. I have faith in it and its
promise of ultimate fiscal convalescence.

What is calculated to result, Mr. President—and this
is the thoroughly practical reason why I think this motion
might well prevail—what is calculated to be the lengthened
shadow of this action, if we continue to order these 10 per
cent reductions?

If, arbitrarily, the Congress does require a 10 per cent
setback in this organization structure of the Government,
I think we ourselves will be driven within the next few
weeks either to adopt the resolution submitted by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Georgia [Mr., Georcel,
which permits executive latitude for the reorganization of
the executive structure, and which has been reflected in
my own motions and amendments, or we will be driven
to propose these reorganizations ourselves. In a word,
the Senate will come to a point where essential reorganiza-
tion no longer can be disingenuously evaded or avoided.

Any Member of Congress who is upon the fundamental
trail of Federal economies is interested fundamentally in a
reorganization of this structure. It can be reorganized by
act of Congress if Congress is willing. Occasionally—very
occasionally—Congress is willing; and I should like to
submit to the Senate the monitory and significant result
which has come from the one reorganization act which
Congress did have the courage and the vision to order.

On July 3, 1930, Congress did order a redistribution of
all the various functions dealing with veterans’ affairs and
combined them under one concentrated management, This
managemenf went into the capable hands of General Hines,
one of the ablest administrators who ever served the Gov-
ernment. As a result of that concentration, the following
economies already have been effected:

In personnel, $5,900,000.

In the better coordination and use of homes and hospitals
in lieu of new units, $1,200,000.

In economies effected through combination of field activi-
ties, $1,200,000.

Through the acguirement of increased facilities through
internal rearrangement rather than through new construc-
tion, $2,400,000.

And another item of $750,000; a total, without going into
further detail, of nearly $12,000,000—and the operation has
only started. There is the proof of what can be done by
the reorganization which I have been begging the Senate
to precipitate throughout this enormous Federal institution.

Mr. President, it is perfectly obvious that the expense of
this particular operation of Government under other and
diverse auspices would have multiplied tremendously in view
of the new duties that have been loaded upon the Veterans'
Bureau during the last year or two, having particular refer-
ence to the new Spanish War pension claims, having par-
ticular reference to the 715,000 new disability-allowance
claims in connection with the World War, and having par-
ticular reference to the loans upon 1,378,000 adjusted-com-
pensation certificates. The expense would have gone sky-
ward if it had not been for this new, reorganized, and
concentrated administration of these veterans’ affairs.

Why did not the expense multiply? Why is it that upon
this day the net immediate savings in the appropriations
for the administration since consolidation are represented
by $2,500,000, the estimate of the amount of money which
will be returned to the Treasury—there is a novelty—re-
turned to the Treasury from administrative appropriations
at the expiration of the fiscal year, not including $1,300,000
remaining unexpended—there is another novelty—in the
appropriation made for the administration of the loan pro-
visions of the adjusted compensation act? He who runs
may read. Let the lesson be read by the Senate in the light
of our coptemporary challenge. Ten executive departments!
Forty independent establishments! Two hundred bureaus,
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boards, and commissions! Five hundred and fifty thousand
employees! And a deficit of $2,000,000,000 which must be
conquered! There is the challenge. Yet thus far the Senate
has defeated every motion I have made to provide for swift-
est possible readjustments and redistributions and consolida-
tions which would curtail the appetite of our Franken-
stein. Mr. President, we can not much longer dodge these
realities.

Mr. President, anybody who says that the expense of
operating the bureaucracy of our Government can not be
cut 10 per cent must deny the implication of this perfectly
obvious exhibit; and the implication is that any time we
are ready fo lay the ax to the root of the tree—if I may
refer to the simile which was brought to us by the lyric
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis] the other day—if we
are ready to lay the ax to the root of the tree, instead of
merely pruning its foliage, it is perfectly obvious that we
can accomplish the result to which the Senator from Ten-
nessee addresses his amendment.

Congress can do it if it is willing to ‘address itself to this
problem of reorganization. I should prefer that Congress
do it. The trouble is that Congress will not do it, as has
been demonstrated time and time again. The best possible
demonstration of this fact is the pathetic history of what
happened to .the tremendous report of the joint committee
on reorganization which was raised in 1920, which consisted
of some of the ablest men in Congress, including the senior
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] and the senior Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], which worked three and
a half faithful years, which concluded its public hearings
in April, 1924, and submitted a formal report on June 3,
1924. Since then it has not been heard of. We shall soon
celebrate the eighth anniversary of its obsequies. Why
has it not been heard of? It is quite obvious why it has
not been heard of. It has not been heard of for the same
reason that a reorganization plan can not be put through
Congress to-day. It was too good a plan. It crushed too
many toes, It defied bureaucracy. It died aborning.

Just contemplate, Mr. President, the invaluable recom-
mendations submitted to Conzgress as a result of this four
years of constructive and effectual labor on the part of the
servants of the Congress. Here is a complete scheme of
reorganization submitted by this joint committee. Here
are the detailed charts. I venture the assertion that if
this complete scheme of reorganization were in vogue at
this moment there would be no trouble whatever about
caving even more than the 10 per cent to which the Senator
from Tennessee addresses himself,

Yet the inconsistency of the situation is that although
there is not a single pending plan in the Senate for a sena-
torial reorganization of bureaus the Senate has voted upon
roll call to decline the only other available recourse to ac-
complish that result, to wit, to permit the Executive suffi-
cient executive latitude to do it upon his own responsibility
and within his own exercise of power.

Mr, President, the point I am submitting in behalf of the
10 per cent proposal which comes again from the Senator
from Tennessee is this. I am persuaded that if we force a
contraction in the ayvailable funds for the operation of these
departments, one of two things is bound to happen: Either
the departments themselves will find that it is possible to
live within the curtailed income, or the Senate will have to
reverse its action on my various motions and pass the re-
organization resolution submitted by the distinguished junior
Senator from Georgia [Mr, GeorGel now waiting on the
calendar for the Senafe’s attention.

That is the reason why it is useful, in my judgment, to
take this arbitrary, otherwise unscientific, and normally ut-
terly indefensible method of attacking the expenditures which
are throttling the country. The sequence of events will force
us to implement our economies in order that they may
become real.

Figures have been submitted here to indicate what the
extent of the tax burden is. I think the most striking figure
I have seen is that submitted by the Industrial Conference
Board of New York about a week ago. It showed that the
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total expense of all types of government in the United States,
meaning local, State, and Federal, in 1929 was $13,000,-
000,000, or $40,000,000 every week day of the year. I under-
stand it is now $14,000,000,000. Mark you, the cost of gov-
ernment equals in the United States the total cash products
of all the motor factories, all the factories making motor
bodies and parts, all the iron and steel blast furnaces, all
the rolling mills, all the slaughter and meat packing, all
the industry engaged in men’s and women'’s clothing. That
total volume of cash production out of the commerce of the
United States is to-day the tax burden upon the American
people, and it is no wonder they are in revolt.

Our share of that burden is 30.1 per cent of the total, or
about $12,000,000 every week day that rolls by. That is the
share which is within our control. That share will never be
appreciably reduced if we continue the normal process of
attempting to reduce it either by amendment in committee
or amendment on the floor. The sterility of such methods
is now obvious. We are much happier economists in the
abstract than in the concrete.

Mr. President, we all render vocal allegiance to the pursuit
of economy. The question is, Are we going actually to
practice what we preach?

We first have to stop all new expenditures, no matter how
nobly meditated. At this point may I say that if there are
any inconsistencies in the record of the Senate upon the
score of eccnomy, they are as nothing compared with the
inconsistencies in the attitude of the American people them-
selves toward the Federal Government and its expenditures.
Within the last 90 days, when all this urge for economy had
been upon us and on the country, I have had requests from
organized groups in the State of Michigan demanding that
I support a total of over $11,000,000,000 in new appropria-
tions. The people themselves have to learn that we can not
spend and save simultaneously. They have to learn that
Uncle Sam is not Santa Claus, and until they cooperate
with an affirmative economical impulse with those within
the Congress who are similarly stimulated we can not hope
for economic salvation.

I have said that we must stop all new expenditures.
Beyond that what can we do? We can {ry to reduce appro-
priations in committee, but it is perfectly obvious that any
such effort is necessarily pathetic. That is no reflection
upon the committees; it is a reflection of the fact that the
committees confront imponderables, and they can not get
away from them.

There is no possibility of a successful reduction upon the
floor of either the House or the Senate, because most of the
reductions which have occurred in the House—and I am not
speaking critically—are calculated ultimately to show up in
the form of deficiency appropriations. We are dealing with
the shadow rather than the substance.

Mr. President, when we finally cut down to the root of
the tree, there is just one way we are going to curtail sub-
stantially the appropriations upon which we are laboring,
and that is through a reorganization of this swollen bu-
reaucracy. Congress can do it, but Congress will nof do it,
and Congress has not the time in this sessicn to do it, even
if it were willing.

The President has asked for authority to do it. He is
willing to accept the responsibility. But thus far we have
declined to give him the implements. That is the supreme
inconsistency, and it is the supreme challenge to the Senate
up to date.

I do not intend again to offer the amendment to this bill
which has so heartily been rejected by the Senate upon five
or six other occasions when I have sought to put essential
reorganization power in the hands of the President. But I
am saying that in my judgment the result of this otherwise
arbitrary 10 per cent order to reduce appropriations will be,
in the sequence of inevitable events, to drive the Senate into
an ultimate acceptance of some such amendment or of the
resolution submitted by the distinguished junior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Georcel and approved by a unanimous
report of the Finance Committee, to arm the President of
the United States with authority to do this job which the
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country so righteously demands. The greatest business on
earth requires the application of business methods to a
critical business perplexity. Economy is something more
than a campaign speech. Our slogans must have the im-
plements to make them real. The tax challenge will not
down. It must be answered.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I most heartily indorse all
the Senator from Michigan has said. He seems to have
some hope that the Congress may sooner or later reduce
governmental expenses. I doubt whether that hope is justi-
fied. It never has been done in the past. Egypt was unable
to do it, Persia was unable to do it, Babylon was unable to
do it, Greece and Rome were unable to do it, and I do not
know that we are any wiser in our generation than their
statesmen were.

Mr. President, I do not know much about this problem,
and it is difficult to find out anything. The items in the
appropriation bills are there, and no one knows whether
they are imperatively necessary or whether we could get
along without them. So I thought I would go through some
of the books issued by the departments and make a few
calculations myself, and along the line of what the Senator
from Arkansas as well as the Senator from Michigan have
said, I want to call attention briefly to a few facts which, to
my mind at least, show that it is possible to reduce the ap-
propriations called for by this bill at least by 10 per cent,
and, of course, that action should be taken by the committee.
The committee is the proper body to consider these matters.

Things are relative. Nearly everything is relative. Every-
thing must be compared with something else before we can
ascertain exactly where it should be placed. An appropria-
tion in a prosperous year, when the Government had plenty
of money, might be entirely justified, when at another time
the same appropriation would be wild extravagance.

I took the year 1921 and made a comparison of the ap-
propriations for that year with those for the year 1930, cov-
ering a 10-year period. By the way, I might say it is within
that 10-year period that we have had most economy
preached. The administration of former President Coolidge
and the administration of the President who now occupies
that exalted position have preached economy, and the ex-
penses of thesé particular departments and independent
establishments have increased every year.

I have attempted to work out in percentages figures which
would show the real increase, because the amounts in dollars
and cents are only relative.

Going back to 1921, we find that the income of the Gov-
ernment was $4,921,204,019. In the year 1930 the total in-
come of the Government was $3,483,225,292. That was the
total income. Of course a part of that must be allocated
to the payment of interest, a part to the payment of pen-
sions and compensation, and things of that kind. A part of
it must be allocated to capital investment, as we might call it
for want of a better name, But we can not find out what
the total expenses of the Government were at that time.

In 1921 the expenses of the Government—that is, the op-
erating cost of the Government—was $1,534,039,419, while
in 1930 the cost of governmental operations was $1,274,-
850,467. I might say that this apparent decrease is made
up wholly by the figures in the expenditures of the Army
and Navy, and more.

In 1921 the percentage of the cost of governmental opera-
tion to the entire income of the Government was 31.2 per
cent. A little less than one-third of the entire income of
the Government was paid out as the cost of operating the
Government. But when we come to 1930, 10 years later,
we find that the percentage of operating expense to the
total income of the Government had mounted to 36.6 per
cent of the total governmental income, or an increase of
about 16 per cent. That I ascertain from the reports of the
departments.

Turning for a moment to some of the departments which
we have been considering, the Depariment of Agriculfure,
for instance. In 1921 the cost of operating the Department
of Agriculture was $55,204,902, which included $9,155,873
that had been invested in niftrate plants representing work
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undertaken for war needs, and, of course, thalt was an ex-
pense which was not ordinary, Deducting that from the ex-
penditures of the Agricultural Department, we find that in
1921 the balance of expenditure was $46,199,029. The cost
in 1930 was §79,090,396, an increase in money of $32,991,367,
or 71 per cent. In 1921 the percentage of total income of
government expended by the Department of Agriculture
was a little less than 1 per cent, or, o be more nearly exact,
a fraction more than nine-tenths per cent. What I mean by
that is that the Department of Agriculfure in 1921 expended
a little less than 1 per cent of the tofal income of the Gov-
ernment. In 1931 the percentage of the amount expended
to total income was 2.3 per cent, or an increase in percentage
of total Government income of 155 per cent.

The Department of Commerce, about which we have been
talking this morning, in 1921, which was just after the year
in which the census was taken, expended $31,378,169, while
in 1930 the total expenditures were $56,869,984, an increase
in money of $25,491,815, or a percentage increase of slightly
more than 80 per cent.

Mr. JONES. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. LOGAN. Certainly.

Mr. JONES. I find that since 1925 several new activities
of the Government have been transferred to the Depart-
ment of Commerce. For instance, the Federal Employ-
ment Stabilization Board, involving an expense of $90,000;
aircraft in commerce, $9,079,660. The Bureau of Mines has
also been transferred to the Department of Commerce, and
its expenditures in 1925 were $1,900,468. The Patent Office
has likewise been transferred to the Department of Com-
merce, and its expenditures in 1925 were $2,808,800. Ac-
cording to the memorandum which I have, the fotal increase
in expendifures in the Department of Commerce has been
a little over $6,498,000.

Mr. LOGAN. I have no doubt that what the Senator
from Washington said is frue. As I said, I made up these
figures myself from the statistics, and I have tried to de-
duct such items as those to which he has referred. But let
me suggest to the Senator from Washington that immedi-
ately after 1921, and in 1922, 1923, 1924, and I believe 1925,
the expenses of each of the departments went down and
down, and then suddenly took a rise, and have been rising
ever since.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. LOGAN. Certainly.

Mr. McEELLAR. What the Senator from Washington
said is correct about the additions to the Department of
Commerce, but I invite the attention of the Senator from
Kentucky to the fact that the 58-acre building in which
we house the Department of Commerce is not included in
the items referred to.

Mr. LOGAN. It is not. That is not an annually recur-
ring expense.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from EKen-
tucky yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. LOGAN. Certainly.

Mr. FLETCHER. I call attention to the fact that several
bureaus were transferred to the Department of Commerce,
as follows: In 1925 the Patent Office, in 1926 the Bureau of
Mines, in 1927 the Aeronautics Branch, and in 1930 the Radio
Division; so there have been four bureaus added since 1925
to the Department of Commerce. The net increase in the
past 13 years in what may be termed the “ normal ” Depart-
ment of Commerce has been only $3,294,478. This is a 14
per cent total increase in 13 years.

Mr. LOGAN. That is true; but notwithstanding all of
that, the increase in expenditures has been very, very large,
and no one anywhere disputes it.

Mr. KING, Mr, President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from EKen-
tucky yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. LOGAN. I yield.
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Mr. KING. May I say to the Senator from Kentucky that
the radio agency to which the Senator from Florida re-
ferred has been transferred to the Radio Commission.
Nevertheless, the Department of Commerce insists doubtless
upon maintaining a large number of employees unneces-
sarily for that purpose. There should not be two heads to
the radio activities. There ought to be only one.

With respect to the Patent Office, may I say that a few
years ago the Patent Office was self-sustaining, but under
the present Commissioner of Patents, and possibly under his
predecessor, the costs have been increasing. Only a few
years ago we increased the salaries and personnel of the
Patent Office materially, and still there is a deficit. The
Patent Office, if it were properly run, would show a net
revenue instead of a deficit.

Mr. LOGAN. I think there is no doubt about that.

Mr. FLETCHER. Let me call the attention of the Senator
to the fact that the net increase in the past 13 years of
mormal Department of Commerce expenditures, without
the addition of the bureaus referred to, has amounted to
$3,204,478.

Mr. LOGAN. I thank the Senator. In the figures which
I have submitted I have fried to eliminate those things
which do not truly reflect the normal increases in the
various departments.

In 1921 the percentage of total Government income ex-
pended by the Department of Commerce was slightly more
than 0.6 per cent. In 1930 it was slightly more than 1.6
per cent, or an increase in percentage of total govern-
mental income of 166 per cent.

The Department of the Interior in 1921 expended $25,-
993,438, In 1930 its expenditures were $36,527,728, an in-
crease in money of $11,834,290 and a percentage increase of
a fraction more than 45 per cent. Nearly all of that in-
crease was absorbed by the Indian Bureau. The Indians
have been very well treated in the last few years so far as
appropriations would indicate.

In 1921 the percentage of total Government income ex-
pended by the Department of the Interior was a little less
than 0.5 per cent. In 1930 the percentage of total Gov-
ernment income was a little more than 1 per cenft, or a per-
centage increase of 100 per cent.

In 1921 in the Department of Justice, which we discussed
briefly a while ago, the expenditures were $6,610,440. In
1930 the expenditures were $22,473,601, but it should not be
overlooked that the prohibition enforcement unit has been
transferred to the Department of Justice and that the ex-
penses properly chargeable to that unit were $8,977,000. If
we deduct that sum from the total expenditure by the Depart-
ment of Justice for that year, there is still left $13,496,601, an
increase in money of $6,886,168, or a percentage increase of
104 per cent. In 1921 the percentage of tofal governmental
income expended by the Department of Justice was a little
more than 0.13 per cent. In 1930 the percentage of total
income was 0.39 per cent, or an increase in percentage of
200 per cent. : ;

The Department of State in 1921 expended $8,055,000. In
1930 it expended $13,833,921, an increase in money of
$5,828,921, or a percentage increase of 72 per cent. In 1921
the percentage of total Government income expended by the
Department of State was a little more than 0.18 per cent.
In 1930 it was 0.39 per cent, or a percentage increase of 143
per cent.

The Department of Labor in 1921 expended $7,056,989.
In 1930 the expenditure was $11,387,950, an increase in
money of $4,331,961, or a percentage increase of slightly
more than 60 per cent.

I could not figure out the Treasury Department. There
have been so many transfers back and forth that I at least
did not figure it out. Nor did I figure out the Army and
Navy Departments.

However, I did figsure out the “independent establish-
ments.” In 1921 the expenditures by independent estab-
lishments were $44,435,257. In 1930 the expendifures were
$124,891,619, an increase in money of $80,456,362, or an
increase in percentage of 180 per cent.
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What I have been talking about is governmental expense,
the cost of administration. I do not mean to say that the
expenditures were unnecessary or that they were unwisely
made. If a man has plenty of money in the bank he can
buy a good automobile, but if he has no money in the bank
and owes everybody, which is the condition of so many
people now, he has no right to buy an automobile. He
must reduce his expenses. The time has come, it seems to
me, when the Committee on Appropriations, either in the
House or the Senate, or both—arbitrarily, if necessary, but
certainly in any event—should take steps to decrease very
materially the cost of governmental departments and inde-
pendent establishments. I believe it can be done. I know
it must be done.

We talk about raising money. I do not know whether we
are going to get any money or not in the way of taxation.
We know we have not enough with the indicated income so
far for next year. It is true that we have a tax bill provid-
ing a sales tax and other kinds of taxes under consideration
in another branch of the Congress. We can not get any-
thing out of business by increasing income taxes because
business has no income. When we go into the guestion of a
sales tax we are entering a trail in the wilderness. We do
not know where it will lead or whether we will get anything
from it or not. It would be a good idea, it seems to me, for
the committee to see if we can not trim this total down
somewhat and wait until we find out how much money we
will have to spend before we enter upon any such wild orgy
of spending. So I very much hope that the motion of the
Senator from Tennessee will prevail, and I know the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee means what he says
when he says the committee will do the very best it can to
comply with the request of the Senate.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I wish to enter my protest
against the motion of the Senator from Tennessee, and I
desire fo give my reasons for my position. - I take it for
granted that the coordinate legislative body at the other end
of the Capitol are just as patriotic and just as zealous for
the maintenance of a proper relation between income and
expenditures as are we, and that they have adequate ma-
chinery for performing the duties which devolve upon them
in connection with the preparation of appropriation bills.

They have a committee whose duty it is to examine the
facts. The committee is limited in number and perhaps
does not refiect the full expert knowledge of other Members
of the body who are not members of the committee; but the
duty is imposed upon that committee, with such aid as it
may get from the various departments and from what I
consider a useless appendage to our Government known as
the Budget Bureau—and if I had an opportunity to do so, I
would vote against its perpetuation—to serutinize meticu-
lously and carefully the activities of the different depart-
ments, commissions, and other governmental agencies, and
then to bring in their findings before what may be termed
and what I believe is termed in the other body the “ Com-
mittee of the Whole.”

Then each Member of that body has a right, and it is his
duty, to examine every item with which he is familiar. I do
not think any Member is called upon to scrutinize, except
more or less perfunctorily, the items which he himself has
not studied and mastered; but there is nothing that comes
up in a body of that kind in which some one is not particu-
larly interested and to which some one has not given study;
and if he is a proper man to be a Member of that body, or
of this body, no selfish interest will sway his judgment.
I know that selfish interests do affect judgment sometimes,
but they should not. However, the facts are gathered and
the other House then passes upon them. The bill goes
through that mill and then comes to this body.

Here they go through identically the same process. In the
Senate there are only two representatives from each State.
and consequently their duty is larger and wider and more
comprehensive than that of Members of the House. The bill
is here referred to the Appropriations Committee, which has
the benefit of the findings of the committee of the other
body and the other body itself, together with additional facts
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which it may ascertain. The committee of the Senate goes
over the bill with care. It has some facts with which, per-
haps, the other body was not acquainted. After it has gone
through the bill with the care that ought to characterize
the committee—and I have been here for a long time and
I have found that the committees generally discharge their
duties carefully and efliciently—then the bill comes to the
floor of this body for further consideration and study.

Every department of this Government and every commis-
sion which is necessary ought to be adequately taken care
of; they constitute the machinery of our organized society.
After all this care in both bodies, the bill going through the
same process in both places, undergoing elimination, substi-
tution, comparison, and the truth being finally arrived at,
why sheuld we, before we consider it, arbitrarily impeach the
other body by saying that they were derelict in their duty
to the extent of 10 per cent? Why not 20 per cent? Why
not 5 per cent? What right have we to say that the other
body has fallen short of its duty and that 10 per cent of the
total provided by it can be saved without impairing the
eﬂiciency of our Government?

I do not feel that I would be true to myself or to my col-
leagues if I should attempt to shift the responsibility which
is on me as a member of the larger committee, namely, the
United States Senate, to scrutinize each one of the items in
this bill and determine whether or not, in my judgment, the
amount is sufficient or whether it is too large or too small
or what are the facts, and then to vote accordingly. If the
motion were adopted, we would arbitrarily impeach a coor-
dinate body by saying that they have not done their duty
to the extent of an arbitrary 10 per cent and then force upon
the committee of the Senate the absurd duty of reducing
the amount carried by the House bill by such a percentage.

Suppose—and it is reasonable to suppose—that every item
included in some of the appropriation bills, if not all of
them, has been trimmed just as low as it can be trimmed
consistent with the maintenance of efficiency, which gov-
ernmental activities are we going to cripple beyond the de-
gree of efficiency and which ones are we going to leave
efficient?

It has been claimed that we must not cut all the appro-
priations 10 per cent, but must use discretion. Whose dis-
cretion—the discretion of the members of the committee or
the discretion of this body upon whom the responsibility
Hes?' Isit proposed when the bill comes back from the com-
mittee, carrying the 10 per cent reduction, that the Senate
shall go over it section by section to ascertain whether or
not, in its judgment, the reduction has been made wisely or
unwisely? -

In any event when the bill comes back will we have to do
what we are required to do now, namely, to see whether or
not the committee, in carrying out the arbitrary command,
has made the reductions where they rightfully should be
made. I submit that not a member of this body would be
fulfilling his duty if he did not, after the bill comes back
and the 10 per cent reduction has been achieved, satisfy
himself whether or not it has been wisely achieved as it re-
lates to the different items in the bill. The adoption of such
a motion as that now pending is not going to expedite mat-
ters at all, It will not save one penny in the long run.

Why should we not proceed decently and in order, as sen-
sible Members of the United States Senate should proceed,
and scrutinize these bills in the light of the report of the
committee and the facts that are before us and reduce the
appropriations contained according to the judgment of the
Senate acting as a Committee of the Whole,

Mr. President, I am not going to vote for the motion. I
think, if agreed to, it would be an absurd shifting of re-
sponsibility., It is my duty to retrench, but to do so accord-
ing to my judgment in conjunction with my colleagues and
not arbitrarily to throw this burden on the committee that
has already done its duty and brought in its findings. I
challenge any Senator on this fioor to rise up and point out
what items ought to be reduced to make the aggregate of
10 per cent. The committee has declared what it thinks is
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right, and when the House has done its best it seems to me
that we should not sendthe bill back to them with the
implication that they have failed in their duty to the extent
of 10 per cent and thus impeach by that declaration a co-
ordinate body.

Mr, President, our duty is elear and unmistakable. It is
to take this bill and go over it item by item and trim it
according to our idea of what is wise and proper with all
the light before us, each and every one doing his duty here
rather than to recommit it to a commxttee that has already
done its duty.

Mr, BLAINE. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment providing for additional instructions under the mo-
tion to recommit.

On page 38, line 1, of the bill is an appropriation of
$11,369,500 for the Bureau of Prohibition. That is an ap-
propriation available for the Department of Justice for
enforcing the Volstead Act. Of that amount “not to ex-
ceed $370,120 may be expended for personal services in the
District of Columbia.”

I desire to offer an amendment to the motion submitted
by the Senator from Tennessee to this effect, that the com-
mittee is further instructed to strike out on page 38, in
lines 1 and 2, the figures and words “ $11,369,500, of which
amount not to exceed $370,120 may be expended,” and
insert the figures “ $250,000.”

Mr. President, the effect of that proposal is to strike out
the appropriation for the enforcement of prohibition ex-
cept the sum of $250,000 to be used by the Department of
Justice in the office of the Attorney General in Washington.
It is essential to provide the Attorney General some appro-
priation to carry out the law, in view of the fact that the
Congress transferred the Prohibition Enforcement Bureau
from the Treasury Department to the Attorney General’s
department. There are certain matters that require the
attention of attorneys and clerks and specialists in connec-
tion with the granting of permits, the approval of licenses
respecting industrial alcohol, and other essential civil mat-
ters of administration. However, we find that there has
been set up specifically in the law a large amount for the
enforcement of this one specific undertaking.

It is unnecessary to discuss the merits or demerits of pro-
hibition in connection with this proposal. Neither the
merits nor the demerits are involved. There is a funda-
mental principle involved, however. In no other undertak-
ing in which the Government of the United States is en-
gaged is there set up such complete machinery for the
enforcement of a specific law as is contained in this bill and

.in the general law.

The Attorney General’s department has appropriations

‘to enforce all other penal laws and has appropriations for

the purpose of carrying out all the administrative features
of the Department of Justice—features both civil and crimi-
nal. This appropriation bill carries, under Title II, for the
office of the Attorney General, for his assistants, for the
Solicitors of the Treasury, Commerce, and Labor Depart-
ments, and the office forces of the Solicitors of the Treas-
ury, Commerce, and Labor Departments, the sum of $1,287,-
780. That covers the general official administration of all
the duties of the Attorney General in the Department of

‘Justice here in the District of Columbia, and a part of those

duties, and a part of the services rendered by those in the
department, is the enforcement of prohibition.

For the purchase of law books there is $3,000 appropriated.
That part of enforcement, whether of the prohibition law
or some other law, is provided for.

For the contingent expenses for the Depariment of Jus-
tice the bill carries an appropriation of $93,000. Within
that appropriation are sums that go toward the payment of
cerfain services and certain activities on the part of the
Attorney General's department in the enforcement of pro-
hibition. It still remains, notwithstanding the effect of
the amendment which I have proposed, if it were adopted.
~ For rent of buildings for the office of the Attorney Gen-
eral, $122,000 is carried by the bill. Those buildings are
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used by solicitors, by attorneys, and by clerks who are
engaged in part in carrying out activities respecting the
enforcement of prohibition.

For printing and binding for the Department of Justice
and the courts of the United States there is an appropria-
tion of $350,000. That appropriation will take care of all
the essential printing and binding necessary for the Depart-
ment of Justice in the enforcement of prohibition.

Another item of $20,000 for traveling and miscellaneous
expenses will in part be used by those who are engaged in
the enforcement of prohibition.

We find in the same bill, under the same title, the general
provision relating to the detection and prosecution of crime.
That includes all erime against the Government of the
United States. It provides for the activities of the Depart-
ment of Justice in the enforcement of law against those who
commit crimes against the United States, including viola-
tions of the prohibition law. For that purpose there is
appropriated $2,826,210.

The appropriation for the examination of judicial offices—
that is, the official acts, records, and accounts of marshals,
attorneys, clerks of courts, probation officers, and United
States commissioners, all of whom have some legal function
to perform in the enforcement of prohibition—would remain
exactly the same as it is.

In addition to that, there is an appropriation of $239,650
for the salaries and expenses in fhe Bureau of Prisons. In
those prisons are incarcerated violators of the prohibition
law. So, with respect to that question of enforcement, the
law will stand as it is and the violators will continue to be
imprisoned, notwithstanding the elimination of the $11,000,~
000 appropriation.

So, then, we come to the proposition that the appropria-
tions to which I have made specific reference are designed
for the purpose of enforcing all laws, quite regardless of
what those laws may be, including the prohibition law.

Mr. President, I maintain that all laws ought to be im-
partially enforced. I know of no reason why an expensive
department such as is the Prohibition Bureau should be sef
up and given over $11,000,000 for the purpose of enforcing
a specific law. It is contrary to the best practices known in
all civilization respecting the enforcement of law.

What is there about the prohibition law that requires that
there should be set up a specific, special department and
millions and millions of dollars appropriated to enforce that
law? TIs that law any more sacred than is the law against
embezzlement of Government funds? Is the prohibition law
any more sacred than the law against robbery of the mails?
Is the prohibition law any more sacred than any other law
on the statute books of the United States?

Mr. President, it seems to me that we ought in these times
to go back to the standard, logical, sensible method of en-
forcing law, but enforce all laws with the same vigor, with
the same impartiality. So by striking out this $11,000,000
we will still leave for the Department of Justice $250,000 to
carry out the additional obligations that were placed upon
that department when the Prohibition Bureau was trans-
ferred to that department.

I do not know that it requires that amount. No one
knows; but certainly $250,000 is ample to pay the salaries
and the services in connection with the civil administration
of the prohibition law within the District of Columbia at the
office of the Department of Justice.

The marshals, the United States attorneys, the clerks, all
of the organized machinery of our courts, are provided for
in the general appropriations of the Attorney General's
Department—every one of them. They all function in re-
spect to the enforcement of all law. Every means, every
part of the machinery, every power of the Government, can
be exercised by the Attorney General’s Department in the
enforcement of prohibition notwithstanding the striking out
of this $11,000,000, just as those functions and powers are
exercised by the Attorney General in the enforcement of any
other law of the United States.

So, Mr. President, as I have outlined in these few re-
marks, it is not a question of prohibition enforcement any
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more than it is a question of enforcement of the laws against
mail robbery or embezzlement, or interstate commerce in
stolen automobiles, and a whole category of criminal laws.
They all should be under the same department, enforced in
the same manner, and enforced without discrimination, im-
partially, and with the same zeal as miay be exhibited in
the enforcement of any law.

There is nothing special about a law that undertakes to
determine and regulate the personal customs and habits in
which people have engaged and which they have enjoyed
for cenfuries past that demands any different or other or
special enforcement than is involved in the enforcement of
all other laws. For that reason I think the entire amount,
with the exception of the few thousand dollars necessary to
carry on the necessary work in the office of the Department
of Justice here in Washington, should be stricken out.

Mr. President, that means a saving of over $11,000,000.
That is worth while. It can be done without any detriment
to the enforcement of law. If it is done, it will be in har-
mony with the practices in the enforcement of all laws of
the Government.

I can not conceive of any reason why there should be a
sales tax placed upon food and clothing, the necessities of
life of the poor, and $11,000,000 taken from the same poor
and puf into the hands of detectives and spies to snoop upon
their neighbors; put in the hands of spies so that some one
might be sent to jail if there should be an opportunity to
take a drink, spies who are engaged in the most nefarious
undertaking in which any human being can engage. There
is nothing laudable or honorable in the life of a spy. In war
times, when they are detected, they are taken out at sunrise.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BLAINE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Has it been the Senator’s experience that the
prohibition-enforcement officers in the various States pick
out such institutions as they wish to raid and leave others?
In other words, they have quite a selection that appears
never to be froubled, except it may be at some stated
intervals.

Mr. BLAINE. The Senator asks me the question, and I
think I can give some testimony upon that proposition. The
prohibition agents usually have special clients who are not
disturbed. Prohibition agents usually have some particular
territory in which they conduct their raids, and other terri-
tories are left quite free. There is no question about that.
There is no question, Mr. President, but that the enforce-
ment of prohibition has involved the Government and its
agents in bribery and in corruption, and the Government of
the United States even pays money out of the Public Treas-
ury with which these prohibition agents commit offenses
themselves. So it seems strange to me that we should con-
tinue to engage in the futitle undertaking of attempting to
control the personal habits and desires of men and women.
If has not succeeded; it never did succeed in any country in
the world. Prohibition has been a failure wherever it has
been adopted, and, as I said on the floor of the Senate nct
long ago, America is the single country in the whole world
to-day that has a prohibition law. America, as far as that
subject is concerned, as I stated, is still in the Dark Ages.

I hope my amendment will be adopted.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have no intention
whatsoever to discuss the legal question. All I want to do
is to explain to the Senate just what this amendment is.
It is to take out one item of this appropriation bill and
strike it out before the bill is recommitted to the committee.
I do not think any item, it makes no difference whether it
is good, bad, or indifferent, should be taken oub, but if we
are to recommit the bill, I think the whole maftter ought to
be recommitted together. When the bill comes back, the
Senator will have an opportunity to present his amendment
to the Senate, and it will be for the Senate to pass on the
amendment at that time. I hope the Senator will take that
course.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, the item to which reference
has been made is the largest single item in the whole bill,
is it not? - . )
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Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; but I think the committee ought
to pass upon that item, just as it ought to pass on every
other item in the bill

Mr. BLAINE. It not only is the largest item in the bill
but is almost equal in amount to the amount which would
be saved under the 10 per cent reduction proposed by the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I, for one, have never voted
against any prohibition legislation. I do not consider the
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin as being on the
question of prohibition. I might not entirely agree with his
views. However, our experience with the funds which have
been distributed in our section of the country has led us to
the conviction that they have never been productive of law
enforcement,

I have seen flourishing in the city in which I live establish-
ments in which liquor has been dispensed openly and widely.
I wrote a letter to the Department of Justice when I was
Governor of Louisiana undertaking to ask them if they were
going to enforce the prohibition law in New Orleans not fo
raid the establishment of every man who had a “Huey
Long ” sign on his front door and leave every other institu-
tion going wide open that did not have such a sign. I gave
them the names and the places; I designated the spot where
the liquor establishments were running in the city of New
Orleans as wide open as they ever operated a restaurant;
gave them the names, gave them the lots, gave them the
addresses, showed them that instead of having undertaken
to close down that kind of establishment they had gone up
three stories, employed agents to knock on this door and
other agents to knock on the other door, to raid some man
where it took two and a half hours, with a half a dozen
agents, to find him, while leaving others operating upon the
streets at the addresses I had given them with no under-
taking whatever to enforce the law,

There has been no difference in that practice. I see no
good being done by the expenditure of the money that is
being appropriated under this special item. I do not think
the caliber of men who have been employed to enforce the
prohibition law, so far as I have been abie to find out any-
thing about them, deserves an appropriation of $11,000,000
on the part of Congress.

If I thought it was interfering with the enforcement of
the prohibition law, I would not vote to strike out the item
of $11,000,000 from the appropriation bill, but my conviction
is that it is not assisting the enforcement of prohibition at
all to give them special departments and $11,000,000 for the
enforcement of the law in the way in which it has been
enforced in the territory with which I have had more or less
intimate association.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the junior Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. Braine] to add further instructions to the motion
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

The amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The question now is on the mo-
tion of the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

Mr. McKELLAR. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Copeland Hebert Norris

Austin Costigan Howell Nye

Balley Couzens Hull Oddie
Bankhead Dale Johnson Patterson
Barbour Davis Jones Pittman
Barkley Dickinson Kean Reed
Bingham Dill Eendrick Robinson, Ark.
Black Fess Eeyes Robinson, Ind.
Blaine Fletcher King Schall

Borah Frazler Logan Sheppard
Bratton George Long Shipstead
Broussard Glass McGill Shortridge
Bulkley Glenn McEellar Smith

Bulow Goldsborough McNary Smoot

Byrnes Gore . tcalfl Steiwer
Capper Harrison Morrison Thomas, Idaho
Caraway Hatfleld Moses Thomas, Okla.
Carey Hawes Neely Townsend
Coolidge Hayden Norbeck Trammell
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Tydings Walcott Waterman Wheeler
Vandenberg Walsh, Mass, Watson White
Wagner Walsh, Mont.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. There is a quorum present.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I hope this motion will not
prevail. As a member of the Committee on Appropriations,
I have worked long and hard on this bill and on the other
appropriation bills which have come before us. A number
more are to come before us, and I wish the Members of the
Senate generally knew how hard and earnestly that com-
mittee has been working.

The recommitting of the bill will mean contributing to
unemployment, and we can not afford to do that to-day.
It will mean throwing worthy men and women out of em-
ployment and swelling the ranks of the unemployed.

Mr. President, I consider it false economy to do this. I
feel that it is a mistake, It will cripple the various branches
of the Government which are affected, and it will hold back
the return to normal times. It will contribute to a con-
tinuation of the distress.

I hope the motion will not prevail.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
KELLAR],

Mr. McEKELLAR. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. NORRIS, Mr. President, it is conceded, I think, by
those who favor the motion that the step we propose to take
ic illogical and that it is anything but efficient. It is argued
that it is the only thing left for us to do, that it is the only
way we have of reducing the expense of government which
we believe ought to be reduced. I am not prepared to say
that the argument is not sound, although I have not yet
reached the conclusion that we have arrived at the time
when such a desperate method of reducing expenditures is
necessary.

To make such a reduction without any reason except that
we are going to reduce expenses and to confess that we are
not able to make reductions along efficient lines as we ought
to do, is a confession on the part of the Senate in which I
am not willing to participate now. We may come to that
time. It may become necessary, but I do not believe we have
reached the condition where it is necessary to resort to such
illogical and inefficient methods to obtain a reduction.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. The figures from the Treasury Depart-
ment as given here this morning show that our revenue is
about $2,600,000,000, or & little bit more, while the appro-
priations this year will run a little over $5.000,000,000. In
other words, our income will be about one-half of our outgo.
Does not the Senator think it is time we were looking into
that rather serious situation?

Mr. NORRIS. I do. I agree to that.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. NORRIS." I yield.

Mr. KING. During the summer, the fall, and the winter
I am sure the Senator heard statements frequently made by
Congressmen and by Senators and by the press that there
ought to be and will be a reduction of at least $500,000,000
from the normal appropriations which we would make in
ordinary times of prosperity. With a diminution of 10 per
cent upon each appropriation bill it would scarcely reach
the amount which I have just stated and which, it seemed
to be the consensus of opinion, should be the amount of re-
duction in the general appropriations.

I am sure the Senator with his fine regard for conserva-
tism in Government expenditures will deplore as much as
anyone a deficit. I am sure he will concur in any measure
that will tend to prevent a deficit and enable us to maintain
the credit of the country. It does seem to me in the light
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of the facts that the committee—and I am not criticizing
them at all—have failed to meet the situation and make
the reductions which it seems are inevitable, and that the
drastic method is justified, even if it is only a gesture and
does only challenge the attention of the committees and the
country to the fact that we are in a position which calls
for drastic measures, apart from what the Senafor has
called logical methods of legislation.

Mr. NORRIS. All right; suppose that is all true. Still
I do not believe that we are now driven to adopt the desper-
ate and illogical method which the pending motion suggests.
We are asked to reduce without reference to what we are
to reduce. We are asked to say that the total appropriation
carried in the bill must be reduced in the aggregate 10 per
cent below what it was as it passed the House. To begin with,
has anyone produced any evidence that as it passed the
House the amount is not already reduced to the very mini-
mum? I do not know that it has been. I do not believe
we have yet had evidence that the appropriations in the
bill as it passed the House were too high. I myself think
many of them can be reduced very materially and probably
more than 10 per cent, but we ought to do it in a logical way
and make the reduction where the reduction ought to take
place.

In this bill more than in any other appropriation bill, in
my judgment, we can make very large reductions without
materially injuring the country; but we ought to make them
after due and fair and honest consideration, and not just
take a knife and cut off items in the dark, because if we
make reductions in that haphazard way, we will evidently
do injury many times and in other instances not get the
reduction we ought to have.

The bill appropriates money for the Department of Com-
merce among others. The counfry lived for 100 years or
more and got along fairly well without a Department of
Commerce. We could wipe it out of existence fo-day and
save all the money appropriated for its personnel, from the
Secretary of Commerce himself down, and still the country
would go along pretty well. I would hate to do that, but I
would rather reduce in a way similar to that than to take
the knife and blindly cut everything 10 per cent or upon
any other such basis.

The Department of State has its representatives all over
the world, in hundreds and hundreds of cases with nothing
to do but to dress up, go to dinners, wear fine clothes, and
aittend to social duties. We could get rid of thousands of
them without injury, but with real benefit to the country.
‘When the world is in a depression such as it is in now, the
United States Government, in my judgment, could well take
the lead in saying to the rest of the world, “ We are going
to cut our Government off from all kinds of social func-
tions.”

It is conceded that in the bill, which the Secretary of
State says is already cut to the bone, are appropriations to
buy clothes and to furnish entertainment of a social nature
having nothing whatever to do with Government anywhere.
We can cut out those items, all of them. There ought to
be in some cases 100 per cent reduction. There are many
such instances in the bill. There is money appropriated
in the bill for the. State Department which I presume, if
undertaken fo be spent in the United BStates, could not
legally be spent without a violation of the prohibition law.
We could cut out all such items and we ought to cut them
out for two reasons—first, because under no circumstances
have they any business there; and, in the next place, be-
cause under present conditions we must reduce expenses.

But these items are going to be approved. By this motion
we are not going to reduce materially these useless and
unnecessary expenses. There is more money spent by our
officials in living up to the demands of society than there is
money spent in the performance of official duties. As a
great democratic government we ought to say to all the
world, “When people are starving all over our country
and the rest of the civilized world, we are going to cut
off such expenditures. No taxpayer’s money is going to be
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used to buy clothes; to buy flowers, to buy food for enter-
tainment in high social quarters.” It would not be difficult
to cut out all such items. If would be possible by a stroke
of the pen on the part of the President of the United States
to stop it all, and to stop it instantly. But we are appropri-
ating money here for that purpose.

I would like to see the amount carried in the bill “ cut to
the bone.” I think if properly considered, we could reduce
it much more than 10 per cent, but there are items in the
bill where the appropriations suggested are necessary.

I do not know what may happen in the near future. If
the depression keeps on over the world and becomes a per-
manent thing, the entire world will be in the hands of a
receiver, and it will not make any difference then whether
we appropriate or not, because we will not have money to
appropriate for anything, The hope is, the feeling is, the
belief is that this condition is not going to last forever.
‘We all believe that it is only temporary. The world is up-
side down. It is paying the debts and paying the penalties
of a great World War which put everything else in history
in the background. We had had nothing like it. We are
still in the war in a degree. We are still suffering from the
extravagance which is going on in one quarter while there
is starvation and poverty in other quarters. We ought to
have the wisdom and the ability to go through the bill and
cut down the appropriations contained in it. I think some
of them should be taken out entirely.

Yesterday there was some discussion of an amendment on
page 12 of the bill. I was surprised when I found out what
the money really was to be used for. I am not a member
of the Committee on Appropriations. There is nothing on
the face of the bill to show just what it is appropriated for.
Let me read it:

To enable the President to meet unforeseen emergencies arising
in Diplomatic and Consular Service, and to extend the commercial
and other Interests of the United States and to meet the necessary
expenses attendant upon the execution of the neutrality act, to be
expended pursuant to the requirement of section 201 of the
Revised Statutes, $200,000.

This was increased by the committee to $300,000. I sup-
pose that is one of the items which the Secretary of State
asked to have increased as referred to in his letter to the
chairman of the committee. There is nothing wrong about
that language as I read it. There is nothing that indicates
that the money is to be used for entertainment, But we are
told that out of that fund payment is made for entertain-
ment. I do not know to what extent, but to the extent that
it is used for that purpose, it ought, in my humble judgment,
all to be stricken out. Not one penny should be appropri-
ated for that purpose.

Again, on the same page, I read this item:

For post allowances, as authorized by the act approved February
23, 1931, $50,000.

This appropriation the commitiee has increased to
$100,000. I suppose that is another item as to which the
Secretary of State in his letter, a part of which the able
chairman of the committee read to the Senate, has advised

.an increase. I should like to ask the chairman of the com-

mittee if that is correct?

Mr, JONES. That is correct, but that item is not for en-
tertainment purposes or anything of that kind; it is to
meet the varying situations arising by reason of climatic
conditions, and so forth, among poorly paid employees.

Mr. NORRIS. This particular item is not for entertain-
ment, but, as the Senator stated on yesterday, and I noted
the statement on my copy of the bill, this appropriation is
used to pay rent and to buy clothes. If an employee in the
Torrid Zone is sent up somewhere near the North Pole to
carry on his official duties, the Government buys him a new
suit of clothes, a beaver overcoat, and such things as that,
and perhaps such commodities as may be slipped into over=-
coats to help keep one warm in a cold climate.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.
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Mr. JONES. Of course, I appreciate the situation. The
purpose of the appropriation may be described in the lan-
guage the Senator uses, but it is extreme language,

Mr. NORRIS. Well, it is an illustration of what could be
done.

Mr. JONES. That is true; but it is rather ridiculous to
think that it would be done.

Mr. NORRIS. It is ridiculous to me to think that such a
provision is in the bill at all. At the bottom of the same
page I find this provision:

For representation allowances, as authorized by the act approved
February 23, 1931, $25,000.

The Senate committee again, I presume, under the advice
of the Secretary of State, have increased the appropriation
to $100,000. That item looks innocent on its face. As I re-
member the statement of the chairman of the commit;.ee
yesterday, out of that appropriation some new clothes are
bought.

Mr. JONES. No, Mr. President.

Mr. NORRIS. What is bought out of that appropriation?

Mr. JONES. Not new clothes; but something worse.

Mr. NORRIS. I will bet my last penny that secondhand
clothing will not be bought.

Mr. JONES. Something even worse than that.

Mr. NORRIS. Something is bought to carry in the clothes
to put inside the men later on. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, why not obliterate that appropriation
entirely? It is an innocent-looking item on its face, but I
presume there is enough whisky in that $100,000 to provide
for the whole Diplomatic Corps and make every one of them
drunk. [Laughter.]

That is extravagance, in my judgment; but if we cut it
down 10 per cent, we would take off but $10,000 and still
have enough left to get more men drunk than there prob-
ably are in any one branch of the Diplomatic Corps.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. If this bill goes back to the committee
under the motion I have made, it will be in the province of
the committee to cut out that item entirely.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree to that.

Mr. McKELLAR. And, by the way, I want to say that I
agree with the Senator about this entertainment item. I
think at this time, when our Government is pressed as it is,
we ought to cut out entirely appropri_ations for entertain-
ments, and I hope to have the pleasure of voting to do so
when the bill goes back to the committee.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, evidently the influence of
the Secretary of State is great with the committee. I con-
fess, when I listened to the argument made here in favor
of the pending motion, I felt, in desperation almost, as
though I ought to vote for it; but I voted against the other
similar motion, and this one seems to me to be so illogical;
it may not result in making reductions that are even desir-
able, in my judgment, and it proposes to make reductions
without reference to merit that I can not bring myself now
to the idea of voting for it. We may have to cut out many
items if the hard times continue longer than we think they
will—and they may—that we now regard as necessary.

As I have said, the Department of State has its repre-
sentatives all over the civilized world, giving entertainments
to foreigners to talk to whom they have to have an inter-
preter, and in the same localities are representatives of the
Department of Commerce. It may be they do some good;
I am inclined to think they do; but it seems to me now
that we ought fo get along without the services of thou-
sands of them in order that we may economize.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska

yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. JONES. It is unnecessary, I know, for me to suggest
to the Senator that many of these items could be cut out
entirely by the Senate.
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Mr. NORRIS. I think so, and I will say to the Senator
I think we ought to cut them out. ‘

Mr. JONES. I would heartily vote that way as to many
of them.

Mr. NORRIS. We ought fo cut out every one of those
mentioned. We can do so with less injury than we can cut
out many other appropriations. For instance, while we do
not appropriate directly for common schools, we would ex-
ceedingly dislike to cut down governmental expendifures
so that we would have to close our public schools. I can
conceive of a condition where we might have to do that,
but I do not believe we have reached that point as yet,

I do not believe that we ought to get so scared over the
fact that we have a deficit, even though we have to borrow
money temporarily in order to tide us over a bad condition.
It is a serious question whether that is not better business
than to destroy some of our institutions that are necessary
for the education of our children and for the welfare of our
people generally. Although it is not in this bill, I should
dislike to cut out, for instance, all appropriations for the
Public Health Service. I would not want to cut out all
appropriations for the War Department and the Navy
Department, although I think we can well afford to reduce
them very much. I would not want to obliterate the State
Department, and while I can not say, because of a lack of
intimate knowledge just how much we could reduce its
appropriations, I do know that the provisions of the bill for
State Department activities are filled with what seem to me
not only unnecessary but harmful appropriations.

We ought to say to the world, “ We are going out of the
society business, we are going to stay in the government
business, and we are not going to permit our representatives
abroad to devote fortunes, whether their fortunes or the
fortune of the Government, to the expensive luxury of giv-
ing dinners and other social entertainments which cost mil-
lions and millions of dollars, particularly when our people
at home and people abroad are suffering for the very
necessaries of life.”

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Michigan? .

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. I wonder if the Senator has ascertained,
from a study of the bill, why the committee cut down the
appropriation for the Children’s Bureau $100,000 and added
$75,000 to the booze item?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not understand why.

Mr. COUZENS. The booze item was raised from $25,000
to $100,000 and the appropriation for the Children’s Bureau
was cut from $395,005 to $295,500.

Mr. NORRIS. In my judgment, both those changes are
mistakes. If I had my way about it, while we may reach a
point if we get far enough behind, so that we will have to
wipe out the Children’s Bureau, it would be one of the last
things that I would want to cripple. It is something, 1
think, that will redound in the end to the honor, to the
glory, and to the perpetuity of our Government itself to see
that children are properly reared, properly fed, and properly
educated, in order that they may be able, when the time
comes, to take upon their shoulders the responsibilities of
civilization and of government.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I simply want to observe,
in connection with what the Senator has so well said, that
in many places throughout the world consular officers and
other representatives of the State Department and the for-
eign representatives of the Department of Commerce ap-
parently are engaged in much the same work, gathering the
same statistics, interviewing the same people, to such a de-
gree, indeed, that there has developed in many places
intense rivalry between the various agents of the respective
departments of the same Government. Certainly the agen-
cies of the Commerce Department or those of the State
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Department could cover the field entirely and save that
duplication of expense. I merely wanted fo make that ob-
servation in connection with the Senator’s remarks.

Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator for his observation;
he has told the truth. There is real competition, even, I
understand, in foreign lands, between representatives of
different departments of the Government. Probably there
are instances where neither department ought to be there
at all; we could pull out entirely and save all the money
thus expended by both departments.

Mr, GLENN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr, NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. GLENN. I myself have wondered about these com-
mercial attachés, as they are called. The Department of
Commerce has now reached into almost every corner of
every country on the globe, and it seems to me, from what
I know of their activities, that they are traveling salesmen
for private enterprises in this country, going about the
world and through the world, maintained by our Govern-
ment for the benefit of private corporations here. They are
what we called in the old days in the country towns “ drum-
mers,” drumming up business for private interests at the
expense of the Federal taxpayers. It is activities such as
those which have multiplied so widely and so rapidly which
have aroused the feeling of the people of the country
against this rapidly growing expansion of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I can not see any real justification for such
activities.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, Mr. President—— .

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Just one further word, Mr.
President.

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Let me suggest, if the Sena-
tor from Nebraska will be good enough to yield, that this
rivalry becomes oftentimes so keen as to work positively to
the disadvantage of the United States.

Mr. NORRIS. I think it does.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. NORRIS. First let me answer the suggestion made
by the Senator from Illinois, which was very timely. I
would not under normal conditions abolish entirely the sys-
tem to which he has referred. I believe it does some good
for our business men, although as a rule it is the large cor-
porations that get the benefit of the market obtained by
these “ drummers,” as the Senator has well named them,
In a time like this, however, Mr. President, this is an item
where we ought to cut the appropriation. There is not any
business now and all the traveling men in the world can not
get it. We have put the rest of the world away from us
to a great extent by a tariff that is as high as the moun-
tains; the depression has come on and, it seems to me, when
it is admitted that we must cut appropriations somewhere,
here is a place to cut them, even though we may nof want
to do so.

I now yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. President, with reference to the
conflict between the State Department and the Commerce
Department and the Agricultural Departiment I desire tfo
suggest that in my judgment that complaint in former years
was justified. I do not believe it is justified now. For the
past three to five years those three departments of the Gov-
ernment have been working out a systematic cooperative
program whereby there is not the duplication suggested by
the Senator from Indiana.

If we want to curtail the service and do away with the
possibility of having trade emissaries in foreign countries,
all right; but I do not believe we are going to find that
there is as much duplication there as has been suggested.

Mr, NORRIS. Well, why have them there, even if there
is not duplication at the present time? They are not get-
ting us any business now, are they?
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Mr, DICKINSON. In my judement, that would curtail
what business we are getting over there; and we are holding
our share, :

Mr. NORRIS. The best way to get some of that business,
I think, is to say to the world, “ Instead of shutting our-
selves in by a tariff wall that runs to the sky, we are going
to put our tariff down to a reasonable point and do busi-
ness with you and enable you to live as well as ourselves.”

Mr., ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President—

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In answer to the Senator
from Iowa, I will say that I had not as yet mentioned the
Department of Agriculture, and do not think I care to do
so, with reference to any duplication of effort, expense,
and overhead; but as recently as last summer some of this
duplication was going on as between agencies of the De-
partment of Commerce and the Department of State—so
much so in various parts of the world that there was the
keenest rivalry between the two departments, and in some
instances foreign governments have been nonplused to know
why there should be this keen competition between different
governmental departments of the same country. So, in
answer to the Senator’s suggestion that that condition
might have existed three years ago, I am suggesting to him
that it exists now, or it did exist as recently as the past
summer. 3

Mr, NORRIS. I will say to the Senator from Indiana
that it exists to-day; and if you talk confidentially with
some of the men in the Department of Commerce and in the
Department of State, they will tell you that only a year or
two ago the competition was so great that there were even
strained relations between the heads of two or three of these
departments. I know that to be the case, because I came in
contact with them in one way or another, and found that it
was there. They were jealous of each other. One wanted
the other to take his men out and let him have the terri-
tory, and the other would not do it. They came in competi-
tion, and the result was rivalry and jealousy.

When a man is in a manufacturing business and has
traveling men on the road, when his business all disappears
and he has no more customers, it may be bad business to
pull his traveling men off temporarily, but I think that is
what business men do. The Senator from Utah [Mr, Smoor]
suggests that he would put on an extra man; but if five
men can not get you any business, probably six can not get
you any business. Anyway, in these times, when we must
cut appropriations somewhere, we ought to say, “If these
traveling men in foreign countries are necessary, let their
expenses and their salaries be paid by the men who get
the benefit of the business, if any, that they bring to those
men."”

Mr. President, it was developed yesterday, and admitted
to-day, that some of these items have no more to do with
the official duties of our representatives abroad than the
flowers that bloom in the springtime. It is in the minds of
some people, some alleged statesmen, that in order to do
business with & man you must take him to the theater, you
must buy him 50-cent cigars, you must give him something
to drink, you must give him a dinner.

The ordinary business man, however, looks with horror
upon the traveling man who tries to hoodwink him in that
way. While he may accept his invitations to the theater,
and to other places of amusement known better outside of
the Senate than in it; while he may accept the entertain-
ment, he may smoke the cigars, he may drink the whisky,
he realizes that if the man who is trying to get his trade
with inducements of that kind makes any money, he must
charge enough to get back with a profit everything that
he has spent for this unnecessary and useless entertainment.
So we ought to say to the world, “ We are not going to
bribe you to get your friendship, neither are we going to
pay for the whisky to get you drunk in order to make you
our friends,” and they will respect us more in the end than
though we pursued a different course.

Why, it is said here—and we have something in this bill
for it—that when a man changes his location, and has to
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have a new suit of clothes, he pays for it out of this appro-
priation. If he has to buy something to entertain the offi-
cials of other governments, he pays for it out of the tax-
payers’ money; and yet we are crying for reduction of
taxes! .

Mr. President, it has been only a few weeks since it was
publicly announced in the newspapers that Mr. Mellon would
not have to buy any knee breeches when he went over to
London: that General Dawes had given him his, and that
Mr. Mellon was going to use them. If is unnecessary for
us to appropriate money to buy clothes for men who accept
these posts and spend ten times more than their salaries in
entertainments and social functions.

So it seems to me, Mr. .President, that the Senate itself
ought to cut out these appropriations. Instead of increas-
ing from $25,000 to $100,000 this “ booze appropriation,” as
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] so well calls it,
let us cut it out entirely. Instead of increasing the fund
for new clothes from $50,000 to $100,000, let us cut that out.
Instead of increasing the entertainment fund from $200,000
to $300,000, let us cut that out.

The adoption of this motion for a 10 per cent reduction
will not accomplish those things. We will find when the
bill comes back here that these funds will still be in it, be-
cause there is too much influence in society to take them
out. After all, society, to a great extent, controls govern-
mental functions, not only in Europe but in the city of
Washington as well.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, it may be remembered that
I spoke briefly on this subject yesterday. I have no desire
now to traverse the same ground, and I am sure no Senator
would welcome such performance on my part; but I have
been challenged by good friends personally, politically, and
parliamentarily, and have been told that the only way we
can ever secure a reduction is by a flat 10 per cent on each
bill. :

I am reminded that when the responsible authorities many
years ago concluded fo build the Siberian transcontinental
railway, and the engineers laid before the then Czar the
blue print and said, “ Your Majesty, will you kindly indi-
cate the general route that you would like to have this great
railroad take from St. Petersburg to Vladivostok? ” the Czar
took a straightedge and a pencil and marked a straight
line and said, “ That is the way I desire the road to go.”
“ But,” they said, “ Your Majesty, there are hills, there are
mountains, there are grades, there are rivers to be consid-
ered.” He said, “ Well, against my idea rivers and mountains
and grades amount to nothing. I want it built in a straight
line.” Of course, the engineers did not do it. They built a
great road, but they could not pursue the line the Czar
indicated.

I wish it distinctly understood that I am not cynical with
respect to reducing appropriations. I believe that those who
are going to hold office in the future in county, State, and
Nation will be those who appreciate and try to reduce the
heavy load of taxes the American people are bearing. Some
Senators see in the distance something of peril fo our
Republic, some see another peril; but for some years I have
seen, not in the distance but in the offing, a gigantic octopus
that will ultimately strangle all business in America unless
restrained. I refer to excessive taxation in State and Na-
tion. I wish it distinctly to be understood that I am in
sympathy with the general result sought to be obtained by
the Senator from Tennessee; but I believe that he will not
lead us to any position where we can get a practical reduc~
tion in governmental expenses.

I have always been proud of the Senate. No matter what
traducements and maledictions may be poured upon the
United States Senate, there is not a citizen of the United
States but would be glad to be here. If is a great office, and
it is a great honor to be a Senator of this Republic, but
I must admit that the Senate pays itself a poor compliment
when it says, forsooth, “ We can not take up a great appro-
priation bill nor make these refined distinctions as to who
shall have an appropriation increased or what department
should have it reduced.” That, to my mind, is a poor
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compliment to the Senate of the American people—that
they are so debilitated in intellect, in information, or in
character that they must, forsooth, throw the whole bill
back to the committee in order that the committee may act
for them.

Mr. President, in view of my opposition to the flat reduc-
tion of 10 per cent, because I believe it is illogical and will
not work true reform, I have been asked to state wherein
I think, then, that any appropriations could be reduced.

Only yesterday, on page 12 of the bill, I indicated where
I think at least two or three hundred thousand dollars of
appropriations might be saved and not made. I am not a
member of the Committee on Appropriations. My colleague
[Mr. HaypeN] is. Moreover, in addition to his membership
on the committee, I have scanned the membership, the
personnel. They are Senators of pafriotism, of clear judg-
ment. A man who serves on the Appropriations Committee
does a heavy duty, and I doubt if he should have any other
assignments, because it is real work to serve on the Appro-
priations Committee. The questions I am now about to ask
with respect to items in this bill do not and should not in-
dicate that I am opposed to those that I am going to
mention. :

I hold before me here the Official Register for the year
1931. Senators, of course, peruse this book frequently, one
not more than the other. I-will ask them to advert to page
101 of this Official Register.

Under the Department of Commerce we find a large num-
ber of commercial attachés listed. They are too numerous
for me to attempt to name. But, for example, here is a
commercial attaché at Santiago, Chile, at $8,000 a year; one
at Paris, France, at $10,000 a year; one at Shanghai, at
$10,000 a year; one in Guatemala, at $6,500; one at Mon-
tevideo, Uruguay, at $6,000; one at Tokyo—and I will omit
the salaries, because they range from four to six thousand
dollars a year; Lima, Peru; Cairo, Egypt; Bogota, Colombia;
Johannesburg; Buenos Aires; Bucharest; Berlin; Budapest;
Rio de Janeiro; and so on through many pages.

I had supposed that our consular officers abroad took care
of business for the American Government and our business
men, and that our Diplomatic Corps, our envoys, our minis-
ters, our ambassadors took care of all other matters not
particularly relating to business. Doubtless the chairman
of the Commiitee on Appropriations can give me the reason
why we apparently have men at salaries of from $4,000 to
$10,000 a year in all the principal cities of Europe.

Mr. President, if one travels in Europe he can scarcely walk
about without stumbling over a commercial attaché repre-
senting the United States at some $8,000 or $10,000 a year.
They may be necessary; I do not know. I can not vote to
reduce their salaries 10 per cent, because I do not know.
Possibly all of the business we have abroad is due to their

activities. I now ask the honorable chairman of the Com- -

mittee on Appropriations to tell me what service these func-
tionaries perform and when they were first inducted into
office; and may we not make some reduction by eliminating
some of them here and there?

Mr. JONES. Mr, President, in the first place, their posi-
tions are established by law. It was through legislation
which Congress enacted that the positions were created.

Mr. ASHURST. That is just what I wanted to know. I
am not too proud to expose my ignorance on the subject.
I seek information.

Mr. JONES. I know the Senator’s interest, and the rea-
son for his inquiry.

Mr. ASHURST. Are these officials absolutely necessary?

Mr. JONES. They may not be very necessary now——

Mr. ASHURST. That is what I thought.

Mr. JONES. Yet they might be next month, or they
might be next year. At any rate, we enacted the legisla-
tion which created the offices and the positions, and it is not
for the Committee on Appropriations to say that these men
should not be paid.

Mr. ASHURST. It is for the Senate.

Mr. JONES. It is for the Senate; yes.
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. JONES. The Senate would not make a change with- |

out some alteration in the law, no doubt.

Mr, SMOOT, I want to say to the Senator that I think |

that in times like the present these men are of more im-
portance in securing business for the industries of this
country than they are in times when we can sell anything
anywhere. They are at their posts virtually as traveling
men, as we call them in this country, in order to secure
orders for American concerns which manufacture different
lines of goods. I can remember the time when we had no
trade to speak of in these foreign countries. Our trade there
has been built up by the Department of Commerce, and I
want to give them honor and credit for it.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, here is an illustration of
the importance of these appropriations laid before the Sen-
ate and the country; and the country has been quite sus-
picious of these particular items. Make no mistake that our
heavily burdened taxpayers look with inquiring eye to see
why, in addition to our ambassadors, ministers, envoys, dip-
lomats, and consuls, we have in every important city in the
world these commercial attachés, Here is a statement—be-
fore the Senate, not in a committee room, but before the
Senate—by the chairman of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who is
himself also well posted, vouching for the necessity of these
appropriations. Is not that a better plan than to have a
committee tell us privately? The Senators from Washing-
ton and Utah have performed a public service in informing
the Senate and the country as to why these officials are nec-
essary in the various foreign cities.

Mr. JONES. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. JONES. I will give the Senator a little more testi-
mony. In the House hearings Mr. OLIVER inquired of Mr.
Klein, who is the Assistant Secretary of Commerce, almost
the identical question which has been raised by the Senator
from Arizona. He said: -

Would you like to discuss briefly the necessity for maintaining a

full force in the foreign flelds at a time when, of course, there is
a falling off of the business?

Doctor Klein said this:

Most certainly, because on the face of it our exports have lost
heavily. In value they have lost more than they have in volume.
That would indicate with less export trade to handle the Govern-
ment facilities need not be so extensive; as a matter of fact, you
have there again & reversal of the situation as in the domestic po-
sition, which I described—that is, more help is being demanded
from our facilifies. An Increasing pressure of competition is com-
ing about. The Europeans are more and more industrious in
searching for their markets, and they are pressing our export
men. We have got to be more vigilant than we were in the fat
years of 1926, 1927, and 1828, when Europe was not so much in
position to give us stiff opposition. To-day they are well equipped
as to plants and partly because of the heavy American invest-
ments abroad; American capital over there has given Germany,
England, and Italy a new industrial plant largely, and we are
running up against that competition throughout the world. The
result is the decision confronts our business men as to whether
they must out up a fight, where they may have the ald of the De-
partment of Commerce, or get out of the field.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ari-
zona yield to me?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. ODDIE. Testimony was given before the Committee
on Appropriations of the Senate on this very subject, and
I think the Senator from Arizona would like to hear a short
statement from a representative from the Department of
Commerce on a few of the activities of the Bureau of For-
eign and Domestic Commerce. He said: 3

Last year we returned in this work more than $57,000,000 to
American business, which is more than 10 times the total appro-
priation for our whole bureau. We are a sales group in that
sense. We are a working organization, attempting to check what
we do in terms of service against results.

It is through the ‘commodity divisions, with the aid of the dis-

trict and foreign offices, that the department was able to secure
for American business 857,000,000 of new foreign sales and savings
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during the past fiscal year. They serve continuously over 24,000
export firms and 46,000 firms making dally use of the bureau's
domestic trade services.

Then he said further:

The demand on our lumber division alone for that purpose has |
Increased 78 per cent since the first of this year, If every indi-
vidual lTumber manufacturer in the country had to send abroad
to private connections through his banks or th h local cham-
bers of commerce, you would get a fearful duplication of expendi-
tures by private indusiry everywhere. .

Just one other interruption in regard to the Bureau of
Mines. Does the Senator mind if I refer to that briefly in
his time?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. ODDIE. The House cut various items relating to
the Bureau of Mines to a very low point, and afterwards, in
my opinion, one of the most courageous and manly things
was done by a Member of the House, the Representative
from the Senator’s State, Representative Doucras. He
offered the amendments in the House reducing the items
under the Bureau of Mines. Then he saw from the figures
given him that a mistake had been made and he wrote to
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate stating that a mistake had been made and the items
were restored in this bill by the Senate committee,

‘Mr. President, I think that should not pass without some
notice. Mr, DouclLas is an able engineer, a man of the high-
est integrity, and he proved it by that act of his.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, I wish to thank the Sen-
ator from Nevada for the contribution he has made, and I
am grateful to him for the generous, indeed, the just tribute
which he has paid to the Representative in Congress from
Arizona, Mr. DovcLas. Mr, DoucLas needs no word of praise
from me, because his services to the American people are
valuable beyond the range of eulogy.

Mr. FLETCHER. MTr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ASHURST. 1 yield. ]

Mr. FLETCHER. I call the Senator’s attention to a
statement, which I imagine appears in the hearings. The
Bureau of Domestic and Foreign Commerce I think is doing
a splendid work. This statement says that $5,334,122 was
the appropriation for the present fiscal year, 1931-32, for
that bureau. The estimate for 1932-33 was $4,869,531. The
decrease in the appropriation for the Bureau of Foreign
and Domestic Commerce has been $464,591, or 8.7 per cent.

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. President, I am now satisfied as to these items, and
I have demonstrated to the Senate that when we take these
items up seriatim, one after the other, the Senate body is
informed. It is not fair fo ourselves, it is not fair o the
committee, to ask them in a committee room to do all this
work, and then inform Senators by word of mouth—not by
debate on the floor of the Senate but by word whispered
privately here and there—that this item is all right, and this
one is not.

We should take up the bill item by item, legislating, in my
judgment, in approved, parliamentary, and American fash-
ion, and in the way we ought to legislate,

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield, of course, to the able Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. FESS. If the motion prevails and the bill goes back
to the committee with the order to bring it back with a 10
per cent cut, will the Senate be free to make any changes in
the bill as reported by the committee, or would this motion
be an instruction to the committee only?

Mr. ASHURST. I assume that if the Senate instructs the
committee to reduce the bill 10 per cent, the committee will
do so; but I do not believe that I would thereby be foreclosed
from moving to reduce an item if I wished to, or from mov-
ing to increase one if I saw fit to do so. I shall ask the
Senator from Tennessee about that.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, the Senator would have the
right, and any Senator would have the right, when the bill
came back, to suggest amendments.
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Mr. ASHURST. Then what is the use of marching the
men up the hill and marching them down again? If, when
the bill comes back, we find ourselves in the same position
where we are to-day, how far have we advanced upon the
stream of legislative time? We are just where we began.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. I would like to ask the Senator whether,
in view of the fact that all of these department heads, these
bureau heads, and Secretaries, can be called before the
Committee on Appropriations, and can state how best to
reduce these items, and that can not be done in the Senate,
is it not better to send the bill back to the committee and
have the committee find out from the bureaus where best
they may take off the 10 per cent? In other words, we can
not call these men in before the Senate. We can not dis-
cuss these items with the bureau chiefs in the Senate. We
can not discuss them with the Secretaries. Yet the Commit-
tee on Appropriations can call in the men and say, “ We
have instructions to cut the Budget estimate 10 per cent.
How do you suggest that we do it to the best advantage? "

Mr. ASHURST. If I had the slightest suspicion that
some committee of Congress had not called these bureau
chiefs before them, I would vote instantly to send the bill
back. I had assumed—and surely it is not a violent as-
sumption—that the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives, which by custom if not by the
Constitution originates all supply bills, had called repre-
sentatives of all the various agencies and bureaus before
them and had asked these questions. I had assumed that
my learned friend, the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate, had called the representatives
of these agencies of the Government before his committee
and had questioned and interrogated them about these ap-
propriations. Surely he has not failed to do that.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I ask the Senator whether,
if the bill goes back, a new situation will not have arisen?
Of course, the chairman of the Commiftee on Appropria-
tions and the committee have heard from these bureaus.
But now comes a new proposal, a proposal fo reduce the
appropriations by 10 per cent. Does not that create a new
situation in which these Secretaries and bureau chiefs ought
to be consulted? .

Mr, ASHURST. I appreciate the force of the question,
and I would cut a poor figure in attempting to discuss fiscal
matters with the able Senator from Michigan. I wish fo
participate in no such exhibition. But I insist that the
status quo has not been alfered so completely within a few
weeks as to change the testimony on the part of the execu-
tive branch. I give the executive branch credit for trying
in a modest way to be economical at this time, but in 5
cases out of 6, in 5 replies out of 6, the bureaus and de-
partments will say, “ We need these appropriations.” -

Mr. COUZENS. Of course that is true; but, if we have
only so much money to spend, is it not desirable to ascer-
tain from those in charge the best way to spend it?

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is not a member of the
Committee on Appropriations, I believe?

Mr. COUZENS. No.

Mr. ASHURST. I am assuming, and I have a right to as-
sume, that the Appropriations Committee of the House and
the Appropriations Commitfee of the Senate, either or both,
called the department heads and bureau heads before them
and have questioned them as to these items. Assuming that
the committees have done so, surely the witnesses can not
now change their testimony.

Mr. COUZENS. No; I was not suggesting that; but sup-
pose the Senate said the appropriation must be reduced
$12,000,000. What is the best way to do it? That can not be
done on the floor of the Senate. I believe the committee
can do it when they call the bureau chiefs and department
heads before them and say, “ We have a mandate to reduce
this appropriation $12,000,000. How do you suggest we go
about it? ”

Mr. ASHURST. I want the Senate, rather than the com-
mittee, to do that. I would prefer the body of the Senate to
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cut the appropriation $12,000,000 rather than leave it to the
committee to do.

Mr. COUZENS. How can the Senate do it?

Mr. ASHURST. I am not trying to dodge the Senator's
question. I am giving the information at my command.

Mr. COUZENS. There must be more or less desirable
places where the $12,000,000 can be deducted. It seems to me
it is only proper courtesy to the department to consult them
as to the best place to deduct it. I confess I do not know.
We can not call the Secretaries and bureau chiefs to the
floor of the Senate to debate the question with us, but that
can be found out by the Appropriations Committee.

- Mr. ASHURST. But I am assuming the Appropriations
Committee have already performed that function.

Mr. COUZENS. They have, in so far as this specific bill
is concerned; but now the Senate is about to say, apparently,
“We think this is at least $12,000,000 too high and we want
that amount taken out of the bill somewhere.” Where is
the best place to take it out?

Mr. ASHURST. The Senate is the best judge of that and
not the departments.

Mr. COUZENS. But we can not call the department
heads and bureau chiefs to the Senate Chamber and ask
them here the best place to take it out of the bill.

Mr. ASHURST. That is to say, our attempts at economy
depend upon the ipsi dixit of the departments. That is
what I object to. I want the appropriations to be granted
upon the ipsi dixit of the Congress and not of the depart-
ments, with all due deference to my friend from Michigan.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly.

~Mr. KING. Will the Senator permit me to invite atten-
tion to the fact that the Bureau of the Budget had all the
department chiefs before them and, after meficulous exami-
nation, as we may assume, they made only slight reductions.
The President insisted there should be a reduction and they
only made a slight reduction. The Senator knows some
bureau chiefs came before the House committee, and if he
will read the hearings as I have done—and I do not want to
be critical—that investigation was merely, “ We have now
come to this item of $150,000. Wha¢ have you to say about
it? ” The witness would make a statement and then they
would take up the next item. The Senator will find—and I
make no criticism of any committee—that there is no dig-
ging down to bedrock in the hearings to which attention has
been called. We take the recommendation of the bureau,

‘and, as the Senator knows, when we rely upon the bureau

we can never get any reduction.

Mr. ASHURST. That is the reason why I want the body
of the Senate instead of the committee to make the re-
ductions.

I repeat that I am not oblivious to the necessity for
reducing appropriations. I have never been one of those
who join in the *“ anvil chorus ” against the former Secre-
tary of the Treasury. I did not agree with him in many
things. Some of the things he did I was glad to approve;
but to my mind it was strange to see a man with the expe-
rience of the former Secretary of the Treasury attempting
to retire the national debt at the rapid pace at which he
attempted to retire it. :

Mr, LONG, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona
yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ASHURST. I yield.

Mr. LONG. And to be making the rebates to the large
corporate interests that he was making, of course, made it
practically impossible to reduce the total expenditures of
the Government.

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator for the suggestion,
but I can not go into that because it is a subject on which
I have no knowledge, and, as I said in the Senate the other
day, I long ago abandoned the idea of talking about a sub-
ject upon which I have no information. So, not knowing"

a thing about the very vital subject which the Senator from
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Louisiana properly brings up, I again say that we can save,
we can retrench, to the amount of $500,000,000 a year by the
simple and, I think, the just expedient of departing from the
plan of Mr. Mellon, who, for some strange reason, had an
obsession that he ought to retire the national debt within 20
or 30 years, If, instead of retiring the national debt at that
pace, we should be more moderate and should distribute the
national debt along as is done in all well-managed finance
organizations in business and in government, and if we may
depart from that foolish pseudophilosophy, which so capti-
vated Mr. Mellon, namely, that we ought to retire the
national debt within 20 years, we can retrench to the extent
of $500,000,000 a year. The Government needs to retrench.
The bondholders are pleased that the period of maturity of
the bonds shall be extended.

S0 when the appropriation bill comes before us I do not
see where our Committee on Appropriations could make a
greater contribution to the public service at this time than
to slow up the reckless and relentlessly rapid pace at which
the former Secretary Mellon was attempting to retire the
national debt.

PROPOSED RESUEMISSION OF EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT

Mr., TYDINGS. Mr. President, there are several Senators
and many people in the country who desire, if possible, and
by orderly parliamentary methods, to secure a resubmission
of the eighteenth amendment to the people and to the legis-
latures. The Committee on the Judiciary has been very
busy with many pieces of important legislation and perhaps
it has not had an opportunity to consider the resolution
seeking to accomplish a repeal of resubmission, as it were,
of the eighteenth amendment.

In order to test out the sentiment of the Senate I have
prepared a petition which I have submitted to a number
of Senators, asking the Judiciary Committee to report a
resolufion which would resubmit the question to the Senate
and, if approved by the Senate, to the legislatures of the
States. I am gratified to report that 24 Senatfors, repre-
senting various parts of the country, have affixed their
signaturés to that petition. I am also gratified to report
that at least a half a dozen more stated that while they do
not desire fo sign the petition they would be inclined to vote
for a resubmission of the question if opportunity were
offered them.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the
Senator read the names of the Senators?

Mr. TYDINGS. I am coming to that in a moment.
There are also & number of Senators who, I know, want to
sign the petition, but who happen to be absent, namely, for
example, the Senator from Tllinois [Mr. LEwis].

With all due respect I trust the Committee on the Judi-
ciary will accede to our wishes and report the resolution so
we may have an opportunity to vote upon it. Recently a
vote was had in another body where the vote was almost
even between those opposed and those in favor of the
question.

On next Wednesday, March 30, as soon as I may have an
opportunity to cbhtain the floor, it is my intention to move
formally that the Committee on the Judiciary be discharged
from further consideration of the resolution. In the mean-
time I ask that the petition with the names be read in my
time and that the petition be left in the custody of the clerk
so that Senators who may be temporarily absent may have
an opportunity between now and March 30 to sign it if they
desire so to do. I ask that the clerk may read the petition.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland
yield to the Senafor from Nebraska?

Mr. TYDINGS. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. I have just entered the Chamber after a
temporary absence. I heard the Senator say that he ex-
pected, as soon as he could get the floor, fo file a formal
motion to discharge the Committee on the Judiciary from
something.

Mr. TYDINGS. I said I would make that motion on
March 30.
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Mr. NORRIS. As chairman of the committee I suggest
to the Senator that I have no objection to the Senator filing
that motion now; and I will agree, if the Senator can get
other Senators to agree, to take it up now by unanimous
consent. There is nothing before the Judiciary Committee
that I want to see held back. I will say to the Senator that
I think the resolutions which he introduced—and he will
agree to what I say, I know—were referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary and immediately upon his request I ap-
pointed a subcommittee, and that subcommittee has been
working upon the question.

Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator will permit me to interrupt
him, I think the Senator is more than fair in what he just
said. As I said, perhaps before the Senator came into the
Chamber, this motion is intended as no reflection upon the
commiftee which has been occupied with very important
legislation.

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not take it as a reflection at all.
The Senator has a right to make the motion and when he
makes it all I will do on the part of the Judiciary Com-
mittee will be to state the facts as to just what we have
been doing and what we have been trying to do, and leave
it to the Senate. If they want to take it out of our hands
and bring it to the floor of the Senate, I shall have no
objection. :

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. TYDINGS. In just a moment. I would like to say
to the Senator from Nebraska that I would prefer to make
the motion on March 30 for the reason that many Senators
may desire to vote on the motion, and if we made it in too
short a time and with too short notice they might be absent.

Mr. BORAH. Why not make it on April 1? [Laughter.]

Mr. TYDINGS. I think April 1 would illustrate the fool-
%e&s of the eighteenth amendment better than any other

Mr. BORAH. I was going fo say that if those who are
advocating a change or modification or repeal of the eight-
eenth amendment could agree among themselves as to the
kind of resolution which they would like to have reported,
it would expedite matters in the committee a great deal.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true. I ask that the clerk read
the petition and the names of those who have signed it, and
I also wish to renew my announcement that on Mareh 30,
as soon as I can obtain the floor, I shall file a motion for
discharge of the Committee on the Judiciary from the fur-
ther consideration of the resolution.

. The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objection, the clerk will
read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Wasuameron, D. C., March 21, 1932,
To the COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
United States Senate.

GenTLEMEN: We, the undersigned Members of the United States
Senate, reaslizing the widespread interest and divergent opinions
concerning resolutions dealing with the repeal and modification
of the eijghteenth amendment, which are now pending before your
committee, do respectfully petition said committee to report said
resolutions to the Senate of the United States in order that a vote
may be had upon the same by the membership thereof.

Respectfully yours,
Mirrarp E. TypIiNGs.
E. S. BROUSSARD.
Rovan 8. COPELAND.
B. K. WHEELER.
TAasgerR L. OppIE.
Jesse H. METCALF.

HirAM BINGHAM.
F. C. Warcorr.
James E. WaTsoN,
GEORGE H. MoSES.
HaumirToN F. KEAN,
JAMES COUZENS.
EEy PITTMAN. RoseErT D. CAREY.
Marcus A, COOLIDGE. FeLix HEBERT.
Huey P. Loxg.
RoeerT F, WAGNER.
Davio I. WaLsH.

W. WaRREN BARBOUR.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, ETC.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
9349) making appropriations for the Departments of State
and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments
of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before we vote I want to
refer to two or three statements made by my distinguished
friend from Nebraska [Mr. Norris], whom we all esteem
most highly.

One of the statements of the Senator from Nebraska was,
“You can not take a knife and cut them off "—meaning
appropriations—* in the dark *; and again, “ You must not
take a knife and blindly cut appropriations 10 per cent.”
I just want to say to the Senator and to the Senate that
that is not what is proposed af all. Here is a bill appro-
priating $125,000,000 and covering four departments. It
is simply proposed to send it back to the Committee on Ap-
propriations with instructions to reduce the aggregate sum
about twelve and a half million dollars.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dces the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. McKELLAR: I will yield in just a moment. That
does not take away the authority of the committee. For
instance, the Senator from Nebraska read three amendments
having to do with food, clothes, and drink for our foreign
representatives under three special provisions of the bill,
and he said that he was entirely opposed to them and they
ought all to be stricken out. I agree with him entirely that
they all ought to be stricken out, but the Senate is not going
to strike them out; there is but one way in the world to get
them out, and that is to recommit the bill, fo send it back
to the committee. If the committee reports that they be
stricken out the chances are that they will be stricken out;
but we know that, after the commiftee has gone over a bill
and reported it back to the Senate, to strike out an appro-
priation on the floor of the Senate is almost an impossibility.
The Senator never saw better proof of that fact than here
a short time ago when we undertook to strike out certain
provisions of another appropriation bill,

So, when the Senator says that there are certain appro-
priations that ought to be stricken out, and others that
ought to be reduced in large measure and others in lesser
degree, I want to say to him that if he wants to do that
thing, the logical way to do it, the reasonable way to do if,
the only possible way to do it, in my judgment, is to vote
for this motion, let the bill go back to the committee, and
have the committee do the will of the Senate. I now yield
to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. What assurance can the Senator give the
Senate now that if his motion prevails, when the bill shall
be reported back to the Senate the items which the Senator
has just mentioned will be stricken out?
~ Mr. McKELLAR. I can not give the Senator any assur-
ance, but I will say that I heard the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jownes], the chairman of the committee, say
that he thought that some of them ought to be stricken out,
and I want to say that the chairman of the committee has
more influence, I sometimes think, than all the rest of the
members of the committee put together. He is a fair man,
he is a just man, and he is trying to do his duty as a Senator
and as a member of the Appropriations Committee; and I,
for one, am willing to trust him, though he does not belong
to the party to which I belong. I believe he wants to do the
fair thing.

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator—

Mr. McKELLAR. Just a momenf. And when the Senate
directs a bill to go back to the Appropriations Committee
with instructions to cut down the aggregate appropriations
10 per cent, I am absolutely sure that the Senator from
Washington will join whole-heartedly in that program; that
he will summon the necessary department chiefs before the
committee and ascertain the best way to reach the result, as
was so well explained by the junior Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanpEnBERG] a few moments ago. The committee can
do it; it can do it with knowledge; it can do it with more
accuracy than can the Senate as a body; and I believe that
is the only way to do it at such a time as this. I now again
-yield to the Senator from Nebraska.
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Mr. NORRIS., If the Senator is willing to trust the Sena-
tor from Washington, and thinks that through his great
influence with the committee the bill will be reported back
with these items siricken out, why is the Senator not willing
to trust the Senator right here on the floor of the Senate and
let us make a motion to strike them out and see what will
happen?

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not want the pending motion dis-
placed. If the motion shall carry, it will make no difference
whether we strike them out or not. The desire of the Senate '
would be made evident by the adoption of the motion; and
while these three amendments might remain in the bill, I
want to say that if the Appropriations Committee does not
follow the suggestion of the Senator from Washington about
these three items and does not follow my suggestion about
them—and I am in hearty accord with the Senator from
Washington as to these proposals, I do not think they ought
to be in the bill at all, and I expect to support a movement
in the committee to strike them out—if they remain in the
bill as reported back to the Senate, then the Senator from
Nebraska can make a motion fo strike them out, and I want
to say to the Senator I am going to vote with him if when
the bill comes back such a motion is made.

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator another question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield further to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 yield.

Mr. NORRIS, If the Senator thinks that the committee
is going to strike out these three items or that that is the
way to get them stricken out, I want to ask him if he is not
inconsistent in moving to recommit the bill to the committee
on the theory that the committee is going to strike them
out when the committee has already acted on those three
items and has increased the appropriations in every one of
them?

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; I do not think so.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. McEKELLAR. I understand that the committee has
increased the amounts, but I do not think I am inconsistent.
Why? Because when the committee agreed to them they
never had any idea that the Senate, as a body, was going to
bring about a real reduction, if it could. But the Senate has
gone on record as being very much in favor of cutting down
not only these three items but perhaps a thousand other
items in the bill. These three items are not the only items
in this bill that cught to be stricken out; there are, in my -
opinion, innumerable other items in this bill that ought to
be very carefully gone into and changed. To undertake to
do it by piecemeal, assuming that the Senator is right, and
that the whole Senate unanimously want to take out these
three items, I think it is a useless thing fo do now, because
we ought to have the bill as a whole referred back fo the
committee.

Mr. NORRIS. Lef me ask the Senator another question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield further to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr, McKELLAR. Certainly, I yield.

Mr, NORRIS. If the Senator is in favor of striking out
these items, and he says that the chairman of the committee
is in favor of striking them out, and both the Senator and
the chairman of the committee were in the committee when
they were increased, why were they not stricken out there?

Mr. McKELLAR. I think I stated on yesterday that I
was in favor of practically none of the increases in this bill.

Mr. NORRIS. We want to decrease the appropriations by
striking the items out.

Mr. McKELLAR. We all know that the Senator has had a
great deal more experience here than I have had; he has
been here much longer; he is a remarkably able man; but I
want to say that the Senator is doing everything he can, by
voting against the pending motion, to increase the appropri-
ations for items in this bill rather than to reduce them, in
my judgment. _

Mr. NORRIS.  Let me ask the Senator another question.

Mr. McKELLAR, Certainly. E
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Mr. NORRIS. 'We have already sent one bhill back to the
committee, with some kind of instructions fastened to it.
Assuming that the pending motion is to be agreed to, and this
bill is to be sent back, is it the intention of the Senator to
offer a similar motion as to every other appropriation bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have said that, but I want to make
this explanation, if I may.

Mr. NORRIS. Let me finish the question.

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well

Mr, NORRIS. Assuming that he does that, and that all
the other appropriation bills are likewise recommitted,
though a good many of them are still in the House, and
some have not even been reported to the House, does not the
Senator believe that when the House finds out that that is
going to be the treatment accorded to every appropriation
bill, it will simply tack on 10 per cent more, if the Members
of the House think the appropriations are necessary, in order
that the Senate may bring about the reduction and the
House mi\ have the appropriations it thinks ought to be
provided?

Mr. McEELLAR. Tet me answer the Senator. No; I do
not think anything of the kind. I want to say to the Senator
that I served in the House, as he did, and I have the very
highest opinion of the House——

Mr. NORRIS. So have L

Mr. McKELLAR., Wait a moment; let me answer the Sen-
ator.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator must not puf me in a differ-
ent attitude toward the House.

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to show what attitude the Sena-
tor is putting himself in. I do not believe that the House
will increase the appropriations because the Senate has
indivated its purpose to reduce them. Instead of that, I
believe—and I have been reliably informed—that the House
welcomes the reduction of appropriations on the part of
the Senate and will cooperate with the Senate in still
further reductions if we but make them.

Mr. NORRIS. Now, let me say to the Senator that, like
him, I have the highest opinion of the integrity and pa-
triotism of the House; but if I were a Member of the House,
and I had my way in the case of an appropriation bill, and
got an appropriation right where I thought it ought fo be,
and knew that when a bill got into the Senate the Senate
was going to cut it down 10 per cent, I would vote in the
House to increase it 10 per cent, so as to get what I wanted.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator might do that; I do not
believe I would.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. GLENN. I was just going to inquire of the Senator
from Nebraska if under similar circumstances, he being a
Member of the Senate, the House peremptorily increased
the appropriation 10 per cent, would he not correspondingly
make the reduction 20 per cent in order to reach the same
end?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator in order to reply
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. NORRIS. We could do that, of course; but whenever
we commence that the next bill will be increased 20 per cent
instead of 10.

Mr. McKELLAR. No, Mr. President.

Mr. NORRIS. And so they can defeat our action in any
contingency; they ought to do it; and I am not finding
fault with it; I would do it myself, if I had an opportunity.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I yielded o the Senator
from Nebraska, and will he now allow me just a moment
or two to say what I desire to say?

Mr. NORRIS. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I did not
realize that he had not spoken on this question previously,
or I would not have interrupted him.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in conclusion I merely
want to say—and I hope the Senator from Washington will
not object to my saying what I am going to say—that in a
talk I had with him this morning he said if this motion
were adopted and it was shown that there was a desire
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upon the part of a majority' of the Senate to cut- these
appropriations 10 per cent, that hereafter, instead of re-
porting the appropriation bills as they have been reported,
he saw no use of doing that, but would simply reduce the
amount 10 per cent below the House totals, and in that
way carry out the will of the Senate. It seems to me that
that is a very proper and a very fair attitude to take; it
is just such an attitude as I expected the Senator from
Washington to take; and I hope he will confirm it here,
because I think that is the only proper and right way to
reach what we have in mind,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I think the statement of the
Senator from Tennessee is substantially correct. I stated
that if the Senate at this fime should vote to recommit this
bill to committee with instructions to bring about a reduc-
tion of 10 per cent in the appropriations it provides I would
take that to be an expression of the policy decided upon
by the Senate; and while I might be in favor of a greater
reduction than 10 per cent, I would be in favor of taking
the bills as they come from the House and decreasing the
appropriations instead of increasing them.

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Senator.
now ask for a vote.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have no
desire to take up the time of the Senate in discussing the
general question underlying this debate, but my sentiments
on the question of the need of drastic reductions of Federal
expenses are very well expressed in two editorials, one from
the Commonweal, 8 weekly publication of the city of New
York, and the other from the Boston Post. I ask that these
editorials may be printed in the REecorp in connection with

Mr. President, I

this debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that order
is made. :
The editorials referred to are as follows:

[From the Commonweal, New York, March 16, 1932]
FACING FACTS

To borrow new money at the rate per day of 824,350,000, even if
the United States Treasury is the borrower, rather staggers the
conservative imagination. It is all the more staggering when only
a small fraction of the new money is to go for construction of
permanent values, ¥Yet all present indications (aside from op-
timistic official statements) point to this huge sum as the daily
average of new borrowing requirements by the Federal Govern-
ment between now and June 30 of this year. In all it will mount
to a total of nearly $3,000,000,000 added to the public debt in four
short months. It will represent that part of the probable fiscal
yeat.,rus deficit of $4,250,000,000 not yet borrowed from the patient
public.

Figures have recently become rather odious to many people—
especially since everyone, high and low, has been obliged to use
large minus signs in most of their figuring. In the present in-
stance, however, we are only partly concerned with figures, and
much more deeply and anxiously concerned with the human and
social consequences of the figures. Signs of strain both in the
business and governmental credit structures are multiplying.
What does this strain imply? What, if anything, is being done
to ease it? If nothing is done, what effect will the increasing
strain have upon the lives and welfare of milllons of humble
citizens to whom financial operations, as such, are remote and’
bewildering? Do we not need, even more than courage, and even
more than blind faith, an American leadership that is ready to
face realities with utter ruthlessness and to restore economic order
and human hope through applying the simplest standards to even
the loftiest problems? y

The present debts of the world are appalling, Most of them are
not being paid off. Instead they are being multiplied through the
process of adding new current debts to old frozen ones, Debts
based on land values and on crops and the products of the mines
are frozen because the prices of those products have fallen, Their
prices are far below the level at which loans were made with the
land or its products as security, That is one part of the picture.

But far more than & drop in prices is involved. Similar prices
dropped 40 per cent in one year during the 1820-21 depression,
but business recovery set In even before prices stopped falling.
To-day, in addition to price declines, the speed of business itself
has dropped. Instead of having buying activity increase as prices
fell (a fact which gave the basis for prompt recovery in 1921) the
general use of currency and bank deposits has dropped nearly G0
per cent in the last two years. What the business man calls
* turnover "—or the number of times a year he can make a profit
on his invested capital—has at a similar alarming rate.

The merchant who could “turn over” his goods six times a
year in 1929, with a small “gross™ profit on each occasion, finds




1932

to-day that he can turn over the same quantity of goods only
twice—making only two small profits in the year Instead of six.
These reduced " gross" profits for the year are barely enough to
pay his running expenses. He has almost nothing left to pay his
borrowings at the bank. Loans he hoped to pay off in three
months he can barely meet in a whole year. Thus business loans
as well as commodity loans are “frozen.” New borrowings are
added in order " to keep going.” The outstanding and unsettled
credit is increasing and the means to pay it o are diminishing.
It is an unexpected and grave “ second phase " of the depression—
something we did not have to face in 1821, when only prices fell
and “ turnover " activity actually increased.

To top this off, and to add immeasurably to the crushing burden
of unsettled debt, we have the spectacle of the Federal Govern-
ment itself plunging wildly into increasing debt at the astounding
rate described above. Nowhere is there the least sign of a leader-
ship ready to call a halt, to cut Government salaries to the bone
until they are on a par with the slashed salaries of private busi-
ness employment, to admit a crisls and face it, to say that the
Government must not and shall not, without the gravest cause,
compete for borrowed money with the already overstrained borrow-
ings of frozen business.

There has probably never been In peace times a more flagrant
abuse of the public borrowing power than we are wi
to-day—not alone at Washington, and with the consent of leaders
in both parties, but also in States, counties, and municipalities.
Every one of these agencles, with a few such outstanding excep-
tion as the Btate of Maryland, is adding millions daily to the
mountain of frozen debt—and doing it either through willful
extravagance or in the subtle illusion that by increasing debt we
can restore a business activity which the wvery fact of excessive
debt itself is suffocating.

The mere handicap to crippled business of a growing public
debt is less ominous, however, than certain practical human con-
sequences which only a sudden reversal of Government policy can
avold. First, there is the prolonging of unemployment due to the
further strain on business credit. Then there is the fact that
when the Government competes with business in the already
strained money markets, the inevitable result over the period is to
increase interest rates for all borrowers.

The supply of funds to-day is diminishing rapidly. The net
balances of bank depositors bave been cut by a third in the last
seven months—from over $6,000,000,000 to just over $4,000,000,000,
for example, in the reporting member banks of the Federal reserve
system. Thus the probable demand of the Government for $3,000,-
000,000 of new loans before June 30 comes at a most unfortunate
time. Interest rates on Government securities will undoubtedly
be forced up by this obvious fact of diminished supply and in-
creased demand. And as interest rates on * governments™ rise,
the prices of all other high-grade bonds, including those held
by great savings and insurance institutions, will decline still fur-
ther. Can Federal expenditures for pay roll, for prohibition en-
forcement, and for credit pools possibly do enough good to offset
the broad social effects of such an attack on the immediate
security behind the life's savings of tens of mlllions of working
people? We think not.

Taxes must be ralsed to stop the need for wild Government
borrowing. To that we readily agree. But the whole notion of
public duty in both parties in Washington must also be raised.
If this is a war against economic and soclal disaster, the Govern-
ment itself must go on war rations. Only determined and wise
leadership can bring this about. The spirit to accept what the
whole world of private business has already been forced to accept
must spread from the President to the lowest-rated file clerk,
and from the highest admirals and generals right to the forecastle
and the tail-end squad. Then, and cnly then, can the new taxes
be justified. The existing debts of the world are insupportable.
But unnecessary fresh debts would be intolerable. :

[From the Boston Post]
HOW TO DO IT

The movement in Congress for a reduction of Government sal-
aries may sound impressive, but as a measure of real economy it
is only a drop in the bucket. At best it will yleld only a few
million dollars, The cost of government can not be effectively cut
by plecemeal.

The money saved on salaries will quickly be frittered away by
Congress. What is needed is a realization that the whole machin-
ery of government is expensive beyond all reason.

There can be no real relief for taxpayers until Congress tackles
the matter in a wholesale way. Savings should be by hundreds ot
millions instead of by single millicns, Each year sees a huge
piling on of the cost of government.

Aside from the Post Office Department and perhaps the Treasury
Department, the budgets for the various departments could be cut
in halves by dropping the thousand and one useless bureaus and
cutting off various activities, none of them useful.

But even drastic measures of economy would be wasted unless
Congress ceased the practice of pouring out hundreds of millions
for the “relief " of various interests having great vote-controlling

Qwer. :
g The Farm Rellef Board has spent around $500,000,000, all to no
purpose whatever., The money is lost. And yet the call is for still
more funds. . : .

Varlous costly irrigation projects, which never pay their way,
only add to the plight of the farmers. The great Hoover Dam
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undertaking will probably be a constant drain on the Treasury for
the benefit of a small section of the country. ;

Until reckless spending by Congress is halted there can be no
actual economy in government. The problem is our biggest one
and ought to be tackled in a big way. But so long as Congress
persists in bidding for votes by digging into the Public Treasury
there is no hope for even checking the wholesale waste of public
money.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to call the attention
of the Senate to the fact that in the case of most of these
items the money is appropriated to carry out existing law.
We can not change such appropriations; they have got to
be appropriated in full, because of the fact that they are to
cover outstanding obligations of the Government made in
accordance with law, and appropriations must be mada
every year fo cover those particular items.

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. SMOOT. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I do not understand that
every time the Congress authorizes an appropriation the
appropriation has to be made.

Mr. SMOOT. The appropriation has to be made wher-
ever a law has been passed which says that hereafter the
appropriations shall be such amounts.

Mr. COUZENS. Of course, the work can not be carried
on if there is no appropriation to carry it on with; can it?

Mr. SMOOT. That is true as far as the activities of the
Government are concerned, the amounts that we appropri-
ate for the departments; but appropriations will be made
to carry out existing law. I want to say to the Senator
from Michigan that I shall now, if I can get time, go into
those very appropriations. I did it about 10 years ago, to
find out just exactly what they were. The next move I
want to make, if I can possibly get time to do it, is to take
some of those existing laws and have the Congress repeal
them, and not keep appropriating for those purposes every
year. I think we can save a great deal of money in that
way.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to ask the Senator from
Utah a question on the very subject about which the Sena-
tor from Michigan asked. Take an appropriation for some
line of officials in the Department of Commerce, for in-
stance, in foreign lands. The law provides for the appoint-
ment of those officials. It also provides what their salaries
shall be.

Mr. SMOOT. I did not refer to cases like that.

Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator about this par-
ticular case, and I think that is what the Senator from Mich-
igan had in mind.

This appropriation bill commences to operate on the 1st
of July next.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. NORRIS. Suppose we pass a law now cutting off the
appropriations, let us say, for 100 men who are in one of
these departments in Europe or South America or Central
America. They would have notice that after the 1st of
July there would be no salary for them.

Mr. SMOOT. That is true.

Mr. NORRIS. And on the 1st of July they would all quit.

Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. So that even though we have a law that
says, “So and So in this position shall draw a salary of
$10,000,” if we do not appropriate for it he does not get it;
and it is not an injury fo him if, in advance, he has several
months’ notice that his job has disappeared.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, that is true, Mr. President. I
know that, and what I stated had no reference whatever to
that. If I can get time I will ascertain the amount of ap-
propriations made for those very purposes. I have had it
in the past. That, however, does not apply at all to the
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employees who are appropriated for every year in our gen-
eral appropriations.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will my colleague yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah
yield to his colleague?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes.

Mr, KING. I do not want to misunderstand my colleague,
and I may not do so, It occurs to me, if I understood my
colleague’s position, that he would abrogate what I conceive
to be the rule acknowledged by all, that the acts of one
Congress do not bind succeeding Congresses.

Let me illustrate. For instance, there is a positive law
that our sinking fund shall be created, and that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury shall take sufficient of the revenues for
the purpose of providing for the sinking fund. Notwith-
standing that is a positive law, and automatically he is
authorized to take money to create and maintain the sinking
fund, nevertheless if by this or any other bill or by all bills
we should not make provision for it, he would not be justified
in taking it, notwithstanding there is a law upon the statute
books, because this would be pro tanto a repeal of existing
law; and that is true with nearly all of the laws which my
colleague, as I understand, contends require us to make an
appropriation every year.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not make any such con-
tention. The language of these provisions quite often used
to be that * hereafter ” there should be appropriated so
much. We do not find that in any appropriation bills
lately; but I remember that 15 or 16 years ago the bills
quite often said that “ hereafter * there should be appropri-
ated, for a particular purpose, so much every year.

I know that a lot of those “hereafter ” appropriations
ought to be abolished. They are not in the annusal appro-
priation bills; and they are the ones to which I had refer-
ence. I do not have reference to the bills that we pass
upon here every year, Mr. President.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield.

Mr. LONG. If we fail to put in an appropriation bill one
of these so-called hereafter appropriations, would not that,
ipso facto, be a repeal of the law? In other words, if the
appropriation bill failed to carry an appropriation that a
previous statute required it to carry, that would be an action
of Congress nuilifying the law, would it not?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; but I want to say that it never has
been done, and the appropriation has always been carried.

There is only cne other thing I desire to mention. The

Senator from Nebraska referred to the tariff law that he | ganxheaa

said was “ mountain-high,” with rates “ reaching the sky,”
and contended that it is interfering with our trade in the
world and having an effect upon the business of our country.

Senators, the Treasury statement of March 18, 1932, just
a few days ago—that is the last statement I have upon my
desk—shows that notwithstanding the decrease in the value
of goods imported into the United States of every name
and nature, our customs receipts for the present fiscal year
up to this time were $261,547,307.15. For the same period
of the last fiscal year they were $277,498,605.97. There is a
difference of only 5 per cent in the two amounts. That is
what is happening as to goods coming into the United States
under the present tariff act. Those figures show, as far as
they are concerned, that there is more yardage, there are
more pounds, there are more goods coming into the United
States, even under the conditions existing to-day, than there
were a year ago. That is the effect of the present tariff
law under existing conditions.

Suppose that this awful world-wide decline had not taken
place: Our importations then would have been perhaps 50
per cent more than they are. As they are now, there is
more yardage, as I say, and more goods coming into this
country; and when they come in I want to say to the Sen-
ate that of course they throw just that many men out of
employment in the United States, and give the employment
abroad.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] to recommit
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the bill with instructions. On that question the yeas and
nays have been demanded. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DICKINSON (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
waLLyl, who is absent on account of death in his family. I
transfer that pair to the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Hastines] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. JONES (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swan-
son], who is necessarily absent. I find that I can transfer
that pair to the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare]l. I do so
and will vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana (when his name was called),
I have a general pair with the junior Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr, SteprEns]. In his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr. COPELAND (when Mr. WaAGNER'S name was called).
My colleague [Mr. Waoner] is detained by official business
of the Senate. If he were present and at liberty to vote, he
would vote “yea.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts (when his name was called).
On this question I have a pair with the junior Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Curting]. I find that I can transfer that
pair to the Senator from New York [Mr. Wacwerl. I do
so and vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general
pairs:

The Senator from California [Mr. SHorTRIDGE] With the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris];

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Brook=arT] with the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. LEwis];

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. GorLpseoroucrE] with the
Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]; and

The Senator from Coloradeo [Mr. Warerman] with the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, TroMAS].

Mr. WHEELER. The pair of my colleague [Mr. WaLsH
of Montana]l has been announced. I wish to state that my
colleague was slightly indisposed and had to leave the
Chamber before the vote was taken.

Mr. GEORGE. My colleague the senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Harris] is still detained from the Senate be-
?;m of illness. I will let this announcement stand for the

y.

The result was announced—yeas 50, nays 29, as follows:

YEAS—50

Bailey Coolidge Hebert Neely
Copeland Howell Robinson, Atk

Barkley Costigan Hull ppard
Bingham Couzens Kean Shipstead
Black Dill KEeyes Thomas, Idaho
Blaine Fletcher King Trammell
Borah George Logan Tydings
Bratton Glass Long Vandenberg
Bulkley Glenn MeGill ‘Walcott
Bulow Gore McEKellar Walsh, Mass
Byrnes Harrison Metecalf Wheeler
Capper Hatfield Morrison
Caraway Hawes Moses

NAYS—29
Ashurst Fess Norris Bmoot
Austin Frazier Nye Stetwer
Earbour Hayden Oddie Townsend
Broussard Johnson Patterson ‘Watson
Carey Jones Pittman White
Dale Eendrick Reed
Davls McNary Bchall
Dickinson Norbeck Smith

NOT VOTING—17

Brookhart Harris Shortridge Walsh, Mont.
Connasally Hastings Stephens Waterman
Cutting La Follette Swanson
Goldsborough Lewis Thomas, Okla.
Hale Robinson, Ind. 'Wagner

S0 Mr. McKEeLLAR'S motion to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Appropriations with instructions was agreed to.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I think I had better make
a parliamentary inquiry of the Chair, or make a statement
at any rate. There are four departments included in the
bill which has just been recommitted to the Committee on
Appropriations. Each one, of course, is independent of the
other. I take it that the 10 per cent reduction is to apply
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to each department separately, for instance, 10 per cent
with reference to the Department of State.

. Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think the motion iself
determines that. Only one bill was presenfed.

Mr. JONES. That is true.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. A single motion was made
to recommit with instructions, .so that the committee will
have an opportunity of making the reduction covering all
the items in the entire bill.

Mr. JONES. Very well.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The language of the
motion is “in the aggregate.”

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is true.

AMENDMENT OF THE TARIFF ACT OF 1930

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6662) to
amend the tariff act of 1930, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the motion proposed by the Senator from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
consider the bill.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that everything after the enacting clause be stricken
out and that the substitute which I have offered be con-
sidered, and that the substitute be open to amendment just
as the original text would have been.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. HARRISON. I see no reason for the substitute being
read at this time, as I understand we are not to proceed
further with legislative business this evening.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The substitute will be
printed and printed in the REecorb.

The amendment, in the nature of a substitute, proposed
by Mr. Harrison to the bill (H. R. 6662) to amend the tariff
act of 1930, and for other purposes, was to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the following:

That section 336 of the tariff act of 1930 Is amended to read as
follows:

“8ec. 336. Recommendations for adjustment of duties: (a)
Upon the request of the President of the United States, or upon
its own motion, or upon application of any interested party show-
ing good and sufficlent reason therefor, the commission shall in-
vestigate and ascertain the differences in the cost of production
of any domestic article and of any like or similar foreign article,
whether or not actually imported into the United States. If the
commission finds it shown by the investigation that the duty im-
posed by law upon the foreign article does not equalize the dif-
ferences in the cost of production of the domestic article and of
the foreign article when produced in the principal competing
country or countries, then the commission shall report to the
President and to the Congress such increases or decreases in the
duty upon the foreign article as the commission finds to be neces-
sary in order to equalize such differences in the cost of production.
Any such increased or decreased duty may Include the transfer
of the article from the dutiable list to the free list or from the
free list to the dutiable lst, a change in the form of duty, or a
change in classification. The report shall be accompanied by a
statement of the commission setting forth the findings of the
commission with respect to the differences in cost of production,
the elements of cost included in the cost of production of the
respective articles as ascertained by the commission, and any
other matter deemed pertinent by the commission.

“The President, upon receipt of any such repcrt of the com-
mission, shall promptly transmit the report to the Congress with
his recommendations, if any, with respect to the increase or de-
crease in duty proposed by the commission.

“Any bill having for its object the carrying out, in whole or in
part, of the recommendations made by the commission in any
such report shall not include any item not included in such re-
port; and in the consideration of such bill, either in the House
of Representatives or in the Senate, no amendment thereto shall
be considered which is not germane to the items included in such
report.

“(b) No report shall be made by the commission under this
section unless the determination of the commission with respect
thereto is reached after an investigation by the commission during
the course of which the commission shall have held hearings and
given reasonable public notice of such hearings, and reasonable
opportunities for the parties interested to be present, produce evi-
dence, and to be heard. The commlission is authorized to adopt
such reasonable rules of procedure as may be necessary to execute
its functions under this section.

*({c) In ascertaining the differences in costs of production under
this section, the commission shall take into consideration, in so
far as it finds it pertinent and practicable—
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“(1) The differences in conditions of production, including
wages in terms of labor cost per unit of preduct, costs of mate-
rials, and other items in cost of production of like or similar
articles in the United States and in competing foreign countries;

“(2) Costs of tr tion:

“(8) Other costs, including the cost of containers and coverings
of whatever nature, and other charges and expenses incident to
placing the article in condition, packed ready for delivery, storage
costs in the principal market or markets of the United States and
of the principal competing country or countries, and costs of
reconditioning or repacking wherever incurred;

“(4) Differences between the domestic and foreign article in
packing and containers, and in condition in which received in the
principal markets of the United States;

“(6) Invoice prices or values and/or wholesale selling prices in
the principal market or markets in the principal competing coun-
try or countries, in so far as such prices or values are indicative
of costs of production, provided such costs can not be satisfac-
torily obtained;

“(6) Advantages granted to a foreign producer by a foreign
government or by a person, partnership, corporation, or association
in a foreign country;

“(7) Any other advantages or disadvantages in competition
which increase or decrease in a definitely determinable amount
the total cost at which domestic or foreign articles may be deliv-
ered in the principal market or markets of the United States; and

“(8) Definition of costs of transportation: Costs of transporta-
tion for the purposes of this section shall be held to include, in so
far as applicable, freight charges and all other charges incident to
transportation, including transit insurance, costs of loading and
unloading, and port charges and landing charges. These costs
shall be computed from the principal producing areas (in the
United States and in the principal competing country or coun-
tries) that can reasonably be expected to ship to the principal
competing region cor regions of the United States and shall be
computed to such principal market or markets of the United
States as may most nearly insure equal competitive opportunity
to domestic articles and like or similar foreign articles in such
region or regions. If this purpose may be best accomplished
thereby, such costs on domestic articles and on like or similar
foreign articles shall be computed to different principal markets
of the United States.

“(d) In determining costs of production in the United States
and in the principal competing country or countries for the pur-
poses of this section, the commission shall take into consideration
the costs of production only of such establishments as are eco-
nomically located and efficiently operated, and shall obtain such
costs for a normal and representative period.

“(e) In connection with its investigations as to differences in
costs of production the commission shall inguire into the following
matters and shall include in its reports pursuant to this section a
summary of the facts with respect to such matters:

“(1) The efficiency and economic operation and location of the
domestic industry under consideration;

*“(2) The conditions of such domestic industry with respect to
profits and losses, the extent to which productive capacity is
utilized, and the extent of unemployment;

*“(3) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may
be due to foreign competition or to other specified factors;

“(4) The extent to which adverse conditions of production may
be remedied by adjustments in the tariff law, taking into con-
sideration the substitution of articles used for the same purposes
as the articles under consideration, and taking into consideration

‘any other pertinent competitive factors; and

“{5) The effects of any proposed increase or decrease in rates
of duties on other domestic industries and on the export trade
of the United States.”

8ec. 2. All uncompleted investigations instituted prior to the
approval of this act under section 336 of the tariff act of 1930
prior to its amendment by this act, including investigations in
which the President has not proclaimed changes in classification
or in basis of value or increases or decreases in rates of duty,
shall be dismissed without prejudice; but the information and
evidence secured by the commission in any such investigation may
be given due consideration in any investigation instituted under
the provisions of section 336 of the tariff act of 1930 as amended
by this act. :

Sec. 3. Consumers’ counsel: (a) There shall be an office In the
legislative branch of the Government to be known as the office of
the consumers' counsel of the United States Tariff Commission.
The office shall be in charge of a counsel to be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate
No person shall be eligible for appointment as counsel if such
person has at any time acfed in tariff matters before Congress or
the United States Tarif Commission, either on his own behalf or
as attorney, at law or in fact, or as legislative agent. The counsel
shall be appointed for a term of four years and shall receive a
salary of $10,000 a year. The counsel shall not actively engage in
any other business, vocation, or employment than that of serving
as counsel.

(b) It shall be the duty of the counsel to appear in the interest
of and represent the consuming public in any proceeding before
the commission. In any proceeding before the commission in
which the counsel has entered an appearance, the counsel shall
have the right to offer any relevant testimony and argument, oral
or written, and to examine and cross-examine witnesses and
parties to the proceeding, and shall have the right to have sub-
pena or other process of the commission issue in his behalf.




6650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Whenever the counsel finds that 1t 1s in the interest of the con-
suming public to have the commission furnish any information at
its command or conduct any investigation as to differences in
costs of production or other matiers within its authority, then
the counsel shall so certify to the commission, specifying in the
certificate the information or investigation desired. Thereupon
the commission shall promptly furnish to the counsel the infor-
mation or promptly conduct the. investigation and place the
results thereof at the disposal of the counsel.

(e) Within the limitations of such appropriations as the Con-
gress may from time to time provide, the counsel is authorized
(subject to the civil service laws and the classification act of 1823,
as amended) to appoint and fix the salaries of assistants and
clerks, and is authorized to make such expenditure as may be
necessary for the performance of the duties vested in him.

8ec. 4. International economic conference: That the President
is respectfully requested to initiate a movement for an interna-
tional economic conference with a view to (a) lowering excessive
tariff duties and eliminating discriminatory and unfair trade prac-
tices, and other economic barriers affecting international trade,
(b) preventing retaliatory tariif measures and economic wars, and
(¢) promoting fair, equal, and friendly trade and commercial
relations between nations; but with the understanding that any
agreement, treaty, or arrangement which changes any tariff then
in existence, or in any way affects the revenue of the United
xm. must first be approved by the Congress of the United

tes.

The President be, and he is hereby, authorized and requested, at
as early a date as may be convenient, to proceed to negotiate with
foreign governments reciprocal trade agreements under a policy of
mutual tariff concessions. Such agreements shall not become
operative until Congress by law shall have approved them.

BURIAL SITES FOR WICHITA INDIANS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the
Senate, and invites the attention of the senior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Frazrer], the amendment of the House
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3409) authorizing the
~ Secretary of the Interior to sell certain unused Indian ceme-
tery reserves on the Wichita Indian Reservation in OKkla-
homa to provide funds for purchase of other suitable burial
sites for the Wichita Indians and affiliated bands. The
amendment was, on page 2, line 8, after “ purposes,” insert
“And provided further, That there shall be reserved to the
Indian owners all coal, oil, gas, or other mineral deposits
found at any time in the land.”

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
concur in the amendment of the House.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, will not the chairman of
the Committee on Indian Affairs explain the purport of the
bill and the effect of the amendment?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the bill merely authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to sell certain unused Indian
cemetery reserves on the Wichita Indian Reservation in
Oklahoma to provide funds for purchase of other suitable
burial sites for the Wichita Indians and other bands. I
have consulted with the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Tromas], and he is perfectly willing that the Senate concur
in the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on con-
curring in the amendment of the House.

The amendment was concurred in.

Mr. McNARY obtained the floor.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Oregon yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. McNARY. I yield.

ALABAMA SENATORIAL CONTEST

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, T have a short resolution,
which relates to a matter of rather great importance to
witnesses who testified in Alabama in the Heflin-Bankhead
controversy, which I would like to have read. It will take
me only about a minute to explain it.

Mr. McNARY. Will not the Senator wait until fo-morrow,
when we will have a morning hour?

Mr. BLACK. I may state to the Senator that I desire to
have the resclution acted on now by reason of the fact that
we thought we had appropriated money to pay the witnesses
in the election contest in Alabama, but we find that the
committee did not pay all the witnesses. They paid certain
clerks here in Washington and a part of the stenographic
bill. The witnesses for the contestee have been waiting for
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their money for two months. 'The witnesses for the contest-
ant were promptly paid.

Mr. McNARY. Is there any objection from the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections to the proposal?

Mr. BLACK. I can not imagine it is possible that there
would be any objection to paying the witnesses who testified
two months ago.

Mr. McNARY. Very well.

Mr. BLACK. I would like to have the resolution read.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will read.

: l’fhe Chief Clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 188), as
ollows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections,
authorized by resolution of February 28, 1931, to hear and deter-
mine the pending contest between John H. Bankhead and J.
Thomas Heflin, involving the right to membership in the United
States Senate as a Senator from the State of Alabama, hereby is
authorized to expend from the contingent fund of the Senate
$1,142.76 in addition to the amount heretofore authorized for such
purpose, said sum to be used to pay witnesses for contestee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
resolution will be received, and, under the law, referred to
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex-
penses of the Senate,

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, before I yield the floor I
would like to ask now that the chairman of the committee
make a report on this resolution to-morrow, because of the
fact that there can be no possible excuse for any longer
holding up the payment of the witnesses for the contestee.
The others were very promptly paid.

TRADE AND COMMERCE

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I ask to
have printed in the Recorp an article appearing in the Bos=
ton Financial News of February 2, 1932, concerning S. 3256,
which I introduced on January 25, “To protect and foster
trade and commerce, to supplement the powers of the Fed-
eral-Trade Commission, and for other purposes.”

There being no objection, the article was ordered to he
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Boston Financial News, Boston, Mass., February 2, 1932]

LEAVES FROM THE NOTEBOOK OF THE OLD-TIMER

(While the laws that govern stock-price movements are not im-
mutable there is much that can be reduced to formula by
thorough analysis of the history of the market and the forces
that have been applied to it. The spectacular market of the past
few years, while blazing a new trail, nevertheless acted in a man-
ner comparable with other markets in bygone years, and had
the thousands of new security buyers been cognizant of the his-
tory of those markets they might have seen the danger signals in
time enough to prevent disaster. It is with this thought in mind
that we present the observations of the Old-Timer from week to
week. The Old-Timer has seen markets come and go, and has
had an intimate contact with Wall Street for more than a quarter
of a century. It is our hope that you may read from them lessons
that will teach you how to accept Wall Street's opportunities and
reject its lures.—ED.) :

NEED TO SCRAPE BARNACLES OFF THESE LAWS

Let's get the good ship “American Commerce” ready for her
1932 cruise by scraping the barnacles of antiguated antitrust laws
off her keel, and by polishing her sides with assurances of a better
revenue for the railroads.

Moves in these directions are already being made in the efforts
of important industrialists, railroad executives, and economists to
obtain a modification, if not an outright repeal, of our stultifying
antitrust laws, and for an unconditional and retroactive repeal of
the “ recapture provision” of our national railroad act of 1920.

There is a crying need for legislative action on both of these
proposals. It is to be hoped that they will both have speedy
enactment by Congress.

'TWOULD HELP STABILIZE INDUSTRY

So vital to our economic progress is the proposed modification
of our antitrust laws that the measure now providing for it is
appropriately entitled a “ stabilization of industry " bill,

As recently introduced into Congress by Senator DAvip I. WALSH,
of Massachusetts, this anti-antitrust bill seeks only a modification
of the Sherman law, so as to make it possible for the Federal
Trade Commission to decide, in advance, whether agreements for
curtailment of production and other plans to avoid unnecessary
competition shall be exempt from the ordinary operations of the
antitrust laws.

HOPE TO MODIFY SHERMAN LAW

But, at all events, it will serve to scrape some of the barnacles
off the Sherman law and afford direct and much-needed relief to
general business.
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Our antitrust laws—foremost among which are the Sherman and
Clayton Acts—were originally designed to curb monopoly and to
encourage competition.

But the world is now passing through a period of unexampled
depression, produced in part by that overproduction which unre-
strained competition promotes.

WANT TD ELIMINATE NEEDLESS COMPETITION

How to control competition without subjecting the public to
extortion and running afoul of the antitrust laws is the problem
which this so-called Walsh bill undertakes to solve,

The outstanding feature of this bill is the endowment of the
Federal Trade Commission with new powers whereby it could
act as arbiter in deciding to exempt specific instances of concerted
moves to reduce production and prevent needless duplication and
competition from the provisions of this law.

The filing of this bill in the United States Senate constitutes a
sign of the times.

Debate on this measure will turn on the probable perils of com-
petition, alleged to be ruinous, and upon monopoly, alleged to be
oppressive.

SHERMAN LAW TOO ALL-EMBRACING

That the Sherman and Clayton Acts have not accomplished all
that was expected of them is well known. The whole theory on
which they were based is once more reopening for discussion.

Many contend that these antitrust acts should be repealed in
their entirety, Inasmuch as they are already regarded in most
quarters as dead letters in our national statutes.

Let us see what it is that the Sherman and Clayton laws are
supposed to prohibit.

The Sherman law, enacted July 2, 1890, was intended to be a
sweeping ant ly statute. It was enacted for the express
purpese of prohibiting formation of any sort of contract or com-
bination in the form of a so-called trust, which might operate
“in restraint of trade.” In effect, it declared that every person
making any such contract, or engaging in any such combination
or conspiracy, should be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor; also,
that every person who “ shall monopolize or attempt to monopolize
or combine, or attempt to combine, any part of trade shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to a penalty not
exceeding one year in the penitentiary and a fine of not exceed-
ing 85,000. It likewise provided that all property so involved
should be subject to forfeiture.

SHOWS DEPLORABLE LACK OF VISION

The Sherman law says In part:

“Whenever it shall appear to the court, before which any pro-
ceeding under section 4 of this statute—giving jurisdiction to the
United States circuit courts, regardless of where alleged offenses
occur—may be pending and the ends of justice require that other
parties shall be brought before the court, the court may cause
them to be summoned, whether they reside in the district in
which the court is held or not.”

Obviously, the principal intent of this law was to stamp out
unconscionable greed and ruinous competitive practices on the
part of dominant industrial corporate combinations. But the net
result has proved conclusively that the drafters of this act missed
their mark by a mile. For, like many later statutes, this act falled
completely to visualize the then undreamed-of growth of our
country and the absolute need for colossal expansion of our in-
dustrial structure which assure the fulfillment of its ultimate
destiny. -

The Bherman law has never done anything except hamper such
constructive development.

HAS HAMPERED INDUSTRIAL PROGRESS

It has made every pretentious industrial combination a pro-
spective victim of scheming political pharisees.

It has set the country back a century by throttling big business
and placing a stigma of legal wrongdoing on magnificent projects
merely because of their size.

CLAYTON ACT OFTEN MISAPFLIED

The Clayton Act was created during the first year of the World

War.

This statute undertook to prohibit. corporations from creating
monopolies by indirect action, such as offering their products at
special low prices until their competitors were driven out of
business.

Trade agreements of all sorts, in restralnt of barter and free
competition, were thereby banned.

Any formal contract, by which the purchaser of an article or
articles agreed not to buy some article or articles from a competi-
tor of the seller, was also barred.

Other clauses of the Sherman law, sometimes called the * unfair
practices” law, forbade holding corporations and interlocking
directorates.

Authority was given to the Federal Trade Commission and the
Interstate Commerce Commission to end these alleged discrimi-
nations wherever and whenever found.

PREVENT UNNECESSARY DUPLICATION

But the teeth of the Sherman law have been filed down consid-
erably by obiter dicta of the United States Supreme Court in two
of the most celebrated * dissolution'" cases. In these “ passing
opinions ™ of the highest tribunal of our country it was clearly
pronounced that all the so-called antitrust laws should be inter-
preted “in the light of reason” and that mere magnitude of size
did not necessarily constitute a monopoly.
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The “age of reason " has since decreed that industry shall not
be hampered, that corporate enterprises shall not be eircumseribed
or hamstrung, that constructive effort shall be rewarded so long as
the motivating influence back of it reveals no ulterior purpose
or unduly restrictive influence. ;

While destructive competition is acknowledgedly ruinous, it is
now by the courts that proper control of mass pro-
duction is in direct harmony and accord with one of the most
basic laws which have to do with the future welfare of our
Ns]:ttt%s&;lgzsemﬁon.

very clearly recognized that consolidations of the right
l;ie:;i igend to eliminate unnecessary duplication and wasteful gofm-
n.

In the case of almost all the companies which are now integral
parts of big “combines” it is noteworthy that they formerly had
too salesmen selling articles differing very slightly, if at all,
in value and price and covering identically the same territory.

It was often discovered that two or more relatively big enter-
prises were spending, let us say, $1,000,000 apiece on advertising,
when, by spending $2,000,000 on one output, they could more than
double the effectiveness of their advertising.

BOTH THESE LAWS HAVE STULTIFYING FEATURES

But until very recently the restrictive influences of the Sherman

+and Clayton laws have limited consoclidations of a desirable kind

in this country in their endeavors to expand vertically, and even
horizontally, by an unreasoning enforcement of their provisions.
WASTEFUL DISTRIBUTION CAUSES LOSSES

But progress along these lines would be greatly facilitated by a
modification of the antitrust laws, allowing the elimination of
unnecessary duplication and wasteful competition.

The trend in this direction is being hastened by the casualties
which have resulted from the ban on the elimination of needless
competition.

Secretary of Commerce, President Hoover estimated that
fully $20,000,000,000 is wasted each year in inefficient distribu-
tion. This vast amount, or at least the bulk of it, could be
saved by eliminating needless competition.

WALSH BILL COULD ACCOMPLISH MUCH

It 1s also contended that every line of business which has at-
tained an important position within the last 20 years, both in
the manufacturing and distributing departments, are eager to
obtain from their trade organizations the statistics and cost-ac-
counting systems which these organizations have compiled, show-
ing accurately and conclusively what it costs to do business in
their particular lines.

Under the Sherman antitrust law and former rulings of the
Federal Trade Commission it has not been possible to use this
information and these statistics to their full value without fear
of the consequences.

But under the terms of Senator Warsa’s bill it will be possible
to use them for the purpose for which they were intended—to
permit those who know what their costs are to agree not to make
or sell goods at a loss and to obtain redress against those who,
through ignorance or unscrupulousness, do otherwise.

ALL AGREE ON REPEALING " RECAPTURE CLAUSE ™

On the score of the desirability of deleting the so-called “re-
capture clause" of the national raiflroad act, which is now in-
corporated In section 156-A of the interstate commerce act—it is
noteworthy that the long-sought-for unconditional and retroac-
tive repeal of this provision is now urged by a majority, if not
by all, of the members of the Interstate Commerce Commission.
Since the enactment of this “ recapture clause,” the Interstate
Commerce Commission has not preseribed rates which have not
permitted the railroads, as a whole, to earn, in any year, a fair
return, fixed either by statute or by the commission.

From 1921 to 1931, inclusive, the steam carriers failed to earn
5% per 1c.ent. on the value of their property, as found by the

on.

The indicated shortage in the * fair return™ prescribed by the
act, and also by the commission, is unquestionably in exzcess of
$3,000,000,000, if the entire period is considered.

Furthermore, it is worthy of note that as of January 1, 1931,
no less than §7,500,000,000 of railroad bonds were legal invest-
ments for savings banks but that this large total has now
shrunken to less than $2,000,000,000.

RAILROADS DESERVE BETTER TREATMENT

I would go a step further than advocating the unconditional
and retroactive repeal of this so-called *recapture clause” by
recommending that the Interstate Commerce Commission make
determined efforts toward the establishment of railroad freight
rates which would permit the carriers to earn a fair return.

The repeal of the “recapture clause” without the substitution
of a provision recognizing the needs of the railroads on the score
of more adequate freight rates would be treated by investors as
ard abdication by Congress of all interest In the financial welfare
of the railroads.

By all means let us grant to the faithful steam carriers a return
which will afford a reasonable profit for their services.

THE OLD-TIMER.

CONDITIONS IN AMERICA

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, a few days ago there was
printed in the Kansas City Star, one of the great newspapers
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of this country, an editorial that is a challenge to every true
American. Henry J. Haskell, who, I understand, wrote this
editorial, entitled “ What of America? ” is a student of affairs,
a thinker with visicn and conscience. The Star has long
been known throughout the Middle West as a fighter for
good government, a defender of the public welfare.

In this editorial, “ What of America? ” public attention is
centered in striking fashion on a most serious situation. The
Kansas City Star states it clearly, succinctly, forcefully,
patriotically.

Mr. President, this Nation to-day seems helpless against
the gangsters and the racketeers. The people who refused
to pay tribute to Tripoli pay and pay and pay to Al Capone
and his ilk.

When Colonel Lindbergh has to go to the underworld to
deal for the return of his baby son—when the country ad-
mits that is the only answer to kidnaping—then I say it is
time to think clearly and act decisively.

I ask permission to print the following editorial in the
ConcrEssIONAL REcorp. I hope every Senator-will read and
consider it. I wish every American would read it carefully
and prayerfully.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

WHAT oF AMERICA?

(A reprint of the editorial appearing in the morning edition of
the Kansas City Star, March 14)

Two hundred years from the birth of Washington, who be-
queathed to us a great heritage won through fire, sword, suffer-
ing, and self-sacrifice, we who are the inheritors find ourselves
again under a yoke, abject and shameful subjects of a power
enthroned by our own lethargy. - This new despotism is symbolized
by machine gun and bomb, by kidnaping, extortion, and rack-
eteering. Its brazenness is exemplified by the picture of “Al"
Capone seeking to barter his way out of jail as if the Lindbergh
babe were his hostage, as well the child might be.

Must America bargain with its public enemies to restore a
child to its parents? Must the child itself be sacriiiced before a
nation is aroused to its own ignominy?

The moral rot that other countries see in us Is confirmed in
the kidnaping of the child of Colonel Lindbergh—=a tragedy that
appalls and stuns. If the crime itself damns America’s social
organization, the necessary means taken to defeat it damn her
public justice. Colonel Lindbergh can not be blamed for turning
to gangdom, now in possession of our soil and citadels, and com-
missioning the generals of its defilant army of occupation to re-
cover his infant son.

LINDBERGH CHILD AMERICA'S HOSTAGE

The child is not his hostage alone; it is America’s hostage to the
forces that have seized our most precious liberties while we have
glept. The time has come again when the drums should beat
and the lights gleam from church tower to rouse us to our
danger.

'i‘.gles demonstration of the power of an encroaching dictatorship
of crime is not new. It has been witnessed in all our cities; a
slinking, treacherous power that preys upon the people, levying
tribute, exacting its demands, enforcing its own punishments with
ruthless and cruel disregard for all human rights, even to life
itself

It is a shameful picture to paint in this year of the Washington
bicentennial. That observance has produced much lip praise of
the institutions which we Americans of this age, who did not
create them and have done much to destroy them, claim as our
own. By some process of muddy thinking we are able to spur our-
selves into shouting and babbling that these institutions were be-
queathed to us by Washington, but we haven't unwrapped them
lately to see what they are.

WE MOCK OUR HERITAGE

We like to make speeches about the sufferings of George Wash-
n and his Army at Valley Forge, but our own fortitude isn't
great enough to take us to the polls, if it happens to be ralning,
to preserve what Valley Forge won for us. Even when we do
reach the polls by the most extraordinary sacrifice of time from
golf or bridge, we are told how to vote and for whom to vote.
After this votary gesture before party fetishes, we go our ways,
leaving too often in office puppet mediocrities who dance on
strings pulled by the manipulating machines, many of which
are allied to or a part of the new tyranny.

We celebrate Washington's anniversaries with oratory and brass
bands—and cast the heritage he left to us into the nearest alley.
When brass-throated orator and brass-throated band have run out
of wind, hark to America's real acclaim of the Father of His Coun-
try and the institutions he bequeathed. Hark to the sounds of its
laughter and revelry, and the rattle of the gangster's machine
gun. These are America’s true salvos of salute to George Wash-
ington, With them she has accomplished in a few short years of
selfish pleasures and easy living the descent from the sunlit
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heights of freedom and glory, where he placed her, to the black
and slimy depths of moral anarchy.

In the two-hundredth year of Washington’s birth, America, reel-
ing and laughing In her dance of madness, has come at this day
to be the fulfillment of the word of the prophet:

* The heart of the fool is in the house of mirth, but the heart
of the wise is in the house of mourning.” .

IGNOMINIOUS SURRENDER

There, In our revelry, in our unthinking, is cast up the account
of our stewardship of Washington's heritage. Americans and all
other peoples may read it. Ours is the most lawless country in
the world. Its name is a scoff and a jeer.

Stern virtues of Pilgrim forefathers have drained away in years
of ease and easy living. Privileges and preferment usurp the
rewards of honest toll. Wordy phrases take the place of deeds and
our social structure has surrendered to the enemy of corruption
and crime. All must share the blame when this enemy lays war
indemnities upon us. America's citizenship must render homage
and pay tribute to the powers that be in their land. They are no
longer the powers of America’s organized society. There is another
government of this country; it is the government of organized
crime, and it exercises the power to levy upon us a constantly
increasing burden.

Colonel Lindbergh had to treat with this other government in
his State and country when their government of ordained law
could neither protect his family from violence nor glve him justice
against it. He had to treat with the powers that be, and so do
all Americans when those powers put pistols to their heads.

Americans, did we say? They may bear the name, but are they
the breed of Americans Washington led across the Delaware that
freezing Christmas night to surprise the enemy at Trenton, not
far from the stricken home of the Lindberghs? That was in
another age, when Americans were fighting barefoot in the snow
to establish that there should be only one government in Amerlca,
and that their cwn.

THE NEW GOVERNMENT

There now is another government in America. How has it come
about? Americans of to-day did not try to stop the enemy at the
walls., They let the invader in to seize and occupy our cities and
then sued for terms upon which they might be permitted to live
and pay tribute in the country Washington had bequeathed to
them free from tyranny and oppression.

This conguest of a great nation by an internal enemy springing
up from the jungles that nation had permitted to overgrow its
once blessoming domain is the most shameful in history. The
inheritors of the land did not strike a blow. Rich and lazy, we
preferred paying to fighting. Ours is the history of all tribute-
paying the more we paid, the more was demanded. The whole
social organization surrendered. Cowed and intimidated, it gave
with its tribute its political institutions to be debauched and its
pampered body to be kicked.

THE VALLEY FORGE SYMBOL

Back a little way in history, a soldier, his bleeding feet wrapped
in rags, his musket under his ragged coat to protect its lock from
the snow, is marching mile on mile through the dark and cold of
a bitter winter night. Ahead is his leader, the first captain of the
age, serving without pay in what seemed in that black hour to bea
lost cause. These two soldiers had taken up arms to free America.
The fame of one of them now fills ell the world. The name of
the other is unknown. It can be found in no book or on no
monument. But if he is not known by name, he is known by the
proudest title the history of the country he died to save that
freezing night could bestow upon him, Like his great leader, he
was an American. These two soldiers, the Commander in Chief of
that army and the continental who left his bloody tracks iu the
snow, foundell the greatest republic in the annals of man.

Is it to be recorded that they lived and suffered and sirove in
vain, and that their Republic, which they thought would be a
boon to their countrymen for all time and a beacon to the op-
pressed of all lands, has been given back to the jungle by their
descendants, the huddled, bleating, sheep-Americans of to-day?

NOT DEAD, BUT SLEEPING

Surely the spirit of Valley Forge can not be dead, for if it 1s,
then not * What of America? " but alas for America! But we do
not believe it is.  Americans have been unthinking, careless, self-
ish, but they can be aroused. Their pride in their land, their
heritage, will yet bring them to its defense. Only 14 years ago,
Americans were showing their mettle on the battlefields of France.
The " Lost Battalion " was the spirit of Valley Forge flaming again.
There was discipline, unity, consecration, self-sacrifice. These
qualities surely remain in the great inert mass of our people.
America, like China, has been a sleeping giant. The time has
come for it to stir to the dangers, to act, and, in the action, crush
out all the vicious, parasitic, and damnable usurpers.

To paraphrase Lincoln, America can not live free only in name
and subject in fact.

EMERGENCY HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION—PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I want to inquire of the
Senator from Mississippi, in charge of the tariff bill, whether
it is expected that debate will begin on it to-morrow, or
whether there might be an opportunity, if we are not to
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proceed ‘with the consideration of that bill, to take up House
bill 9642, the emergency highway construction bill?

Mr. HARRISON. It was expected that we would proceed
right along with the tariff bill, but the senior Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smoor] has just informed me that he can not be
here to-morrow, and I told him that I thought there would
be no objection raised, so far as this side is concerned, to
laying aside temporarily the tariff bill for to-morrow, if
there were other matters to come up. Of course, I have no
objection to the Senator’s bill coming up.

Mr. HAYDEN. I would like to give notice that if there
is an opportunity to debate the bill to-morrow I propose to
take advantage of if.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, just in order that there
may not be any waste motion in this ma’ter, if the Senator
proposes to ask unanimous consent to lay aside the unfin-
ished business in order to take up the road bill, I shall have
to object.

Mr. HAYDEN. If it is quite evident that there is to be no
debate upon the tariff bill to-morrow and there is an oppor-
tunity for the Senator from Connecticut to make the speech
‘which he desires to make, I hope he will make it.

Mr. BINGHAM. I really think that the Filipino inde-
pendence measure is of more importance than the road bill,
and if the tariff bill is not debated to-morrow, I shall ask
the Senate to proceed to consider that measure.

EXECUTIVE BUSINESS

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded fo
the consideration of executive business,

REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads, reported favorably sundry nominations of post-
masters.

BERT REDMON

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
the vote by which Bert Redmon was confirmed as postmaster
at Sallisaw, Okla., be reconsidered, and that the nomination
be recommitted to the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads.

This nomination was confirmed on Friday last in my
absence and I had released it through inadvertence. The
highest man on the eligible list is an ex-soldier, and there-
fore has a preferred status. The lowest man on the list was
nominated. - I desire to look into the situation further, and
therefore I make this request.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the vote by which the nomination
was confirmed is reconsidered, and by unanimous consent
the nomination is recommifted to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

TREATIES

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read Executive KK.

Mr. McNARY. I ask that the treaties on the calendar
may g0 OVer.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., The treaties will be
passed over.

THE JUDICIARY

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Charles A. Jonas
to be United States attorney, western district of North
Carolina.

Mr. McNARY. By agreement between the Senators from
North Carolina and the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
ScuaLi], that nomination will be passed over this evening,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nomination will be
passed over.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Watt H. Gragg
to be United States marshal, middle district of North
Carolina.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
nomination is confirmed.
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FEDERAL FARM LOAN BOARD

The Chief Clerk read the nomination of Vulosko Vaiden
to be a member of the Federal Farm Loan Board.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
nomination is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations
of postmasters. .

Mr. ODDIE. I ask that the nominations of postmasters
be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, all
nominations of postmasters on the calendar will be con-
firmed en bloc.

This completes the calendar.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr., McNARY. As in legislative session, I move that the
Senate adjourn, the adjournment being until 12 o’clock
to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o’clock
p. m.) adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, March 23,
1932, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS

Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 22
(legislative day of March 21), 1932

MEeMBER OF THE FEDERAL FARM LoAx BoARD

Vulosko Vaiden to be a member of the Federal Farm Loan
Board.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Watt H. Gragg to be United States marshal, middle dis-
trict, North Carolina.

POSTMASTERS
ARTZONA

Loren W. Harper, Buckeye.
John A. Williams, Hayden.

GEORGIA

Herbert I. King, Dexter.

Thomas J. Barfield, Emory University.
Estelle Willis, Hardwick.

Virginia E. Holder, Jefferson.
Clarence G. Hardigree, Watkinsville,

ILLINOIS

William R. Cale, London Mills.
INDIANA

David M. Hoover, Elkhart.
Roy R. Roudebush, Greenfield.
Frank H. McGuire, Milroy.
Grant F. Long, Monon.
George W. Owen, Poseyville.
Jacob Ochs, Remington.
Frank M. Thompson, Versailles.
MICHIGAN
C. Clyde Beach, Deerfield.
Arthur Dillon, East Tawas.
Harry E. Penninger, Lake Linden.
Burton E. Giles, Plymouth.
Carrie M. Colegrove, Remus.
Ralph S. Wiggins, Sunfield.
Albert S. Stieg, Temperance.
Charles J. McCauley, Wells.
NEW YORK

Harold L. Payne, Bainbridge.

Jennie M. Steinhilber, Beaver Falls.
George H. Farley, Broadalbin,

Elizabeth H. Oschmann, Broad Channel.
Peter R. Carmichael, Caledonia.
Edmund B. Windsor, Castile.

John G. McNicoll, Cedarhurst.

John F. Wickham, Clyde.

Laurance C. Baker, Comstock.

Stanley W. Parsons, Copenhageri.
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Harry L. Hedger, Glen Cove.
Henry L. Sherman, Glens Falls,
Oby J. Hoag, Greene.,

Carl Gardner, Groveland.

Nell S. Barclay, Hillsdale.
Robert L. McBrien, Huntington.
Estella Otis, Keene Valley.
Ruth W. J. Mott, Oswego.

John H. Quinlan, Pavilion.
Harry C. Holcomb, Portville.
Giles C. deGroot, Ronkonkoma.
Asa C. Rowland, Salamanca.
Conrad Happ, Sparrow Bush.
Walter W. Tilley, Theresa.
James Richtmyer, Windham.
John T. Gallagher, Witherbee.

NORTH CAROLINA
William T. Fletcher, Boonville.
NORTH DAKOTA

Guy E. Abelein, Anamoose.
Gilbert A. Moe, Sheyenne,
James C. Acheson, Souris.
Edith M. Ericson, Underwood.
VERMONT

Joshua H. Blakley, Bellows Falls,
Sanford A. Daniels, Brattleboro.
Percy E. Bevins, Burlington.

VIRGINIA
Campbell Slemp, Wise.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1932

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

Our Father, our prayer to Thee is not an attempt to
change Thy will, but to adjust our motives to the divine
purpose. Thou hast said, “ God so loved the world "—then
it is not lost. Have pity when Thou lookest upon its marred
face. Restore unto it everywhere the blessings of just and
righteous government. Look upon our own country; may
we have a boundless faith in its institutions and work
unceasingly for its greatest good. Mold our decisions and
determine their direction. Create within us heroic convic-
tions, and may we be of tried metfal in every hour of need.
Make us men who bear in our own breasts the worth of man.
God help him; he is more immature than wicked. By every
widening of our affection for him we reflect the character
of our Elder Brother. Grant that we may have this day the
consciousness of having done cheerfully the things which
are altogether worthy of our station and made an essential
contribution to the stability of the Republic. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
epproved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, before the special order is
taken up to-day, may I ask the majority leader a question
or two? Several Members have asked me about the Granata
contested-election case. I wish we could have some agree-
ment on a day certain to determine that case, if possible.
The suggestion is made on this side because a great many
of the Illinois Members have primary election contests, and
they would like to have this go over until after April 12.
As a matter of fact, I shall make the request for April 14 as
a day certain, if the gentleman from Illinois could con-
sider it.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I regret that that would be
impossible. We do not want to bring it up during the pend-
ency of the tax bill, although it is a matter of the highest
privilege, We will call it up immediately after the tax bill
and make if the first order of business,
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Mr. SNELL. It is somewhat uncertain when the tax bill
will be finished. Could the gentleman agree that he would
give this side at least three days’ notice before the election
contest is called up? I think that is only fair, so that we
may have a definite day fixed.

Mr. RAINEY. I think before we get through with the
tax bill we will be able to determine approximately the day
that we will finish it.

Mr. SNELL. I think it is only fair that we should have
two or three days’ notice before the case is taken up.

Mr. RAINEY. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. SNELL. I would like to have it fixed for the 14th of
April, but if the gentleman can not do that, I hope that he
will definitely announce it two or three days in advance.

Mr. RAINEY. The only definite thing that I can state is
that we can not take it up during the consideration of the
tax bill; but we will take it up immediately afterwards, and
we will give the gentleman three days’ notice.

REVENUE BILL OF 1832

The SPEAKER. Under special order, the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Parks] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, before that is done, will
the gentleman from Arkansas yield?

Mr. PARKS. Yes.

Mr. CROSSER. In order that I may call the attention
of the House to the fact that we have from Ohio here this
morning, in the gallery, the representatives of the Chiefs of
Police and Sheriffs Association of Ohio. [Applause.]

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
I realize as much as any man who lives the critical condi-
tion of this country to-day and that the hour has come for
every patriot of this land to give to this subject the most
careful and thoughtful consideration. I have no criticism
to offer of the members of the Ways and Means Committee
that brought in the tax bill under consideration. I know
the cross currents under which they labored. I know that
here and there, their trail has been beset until they were
unable to bring in a bill that was satisfactory to them, and
I have no thought in my remarks of criticising the com-
mittee. I disagree with most of the bill

I think, perhaps, for the first time in the history of this
Congress, or at least during the years that I have been here,
one of the leaders of this House felt it his duty to catechize
and chastise the Members who were endeavoring to follow
him. On the first day that the bill came up for consideration
our distinguished friend took the floor to criticise those of us
who dared to speak the language of the man who toils, and
the man who labors, and then on a succeeding occasion
there was broadcast one evening to the four corners of the
earth, the statement that an insidious lobby was here under-
taking to join with us to defeat the sales tax. Later on
this same distinguished leader took the floor to further
chastise us and say that Democrats following the Demo-
cratic platform and listening to the voice of humanity had
gone further toward communism than any country in the
world except Russia. I fling back into the face of those
who criticise us in this way that we resent that eriticism.
Then finally, through a national hookup, it was broadecast
to our constituents over the radio to send to their Congress-
men a message telling them to lay upon the backs of the
laboring people of this land $595,000,000 in taxes that the
Congressmen think are unjust, and which the Democratic
platform said you should not put upon the backs of the
people as a matter of principle.,

The first day the bill was under consideration and before
the ink was dry upon if, one of our distinguished leaders
said, “ Oh, yes; it is a popular thing to say, soak the rich,”
and that has become the shibboleth of the men who are ad-
vocating this sales tax. I have no disposition to soak the
rich, but I say to you now that whether you soak the rich or
not, this patriotic band stands together and vows by all we
hold sacred in this world that you shall not soak the poor.
[Applause.]

I am just as jealous of the credit of our country as any
man here. I am just as jealous of her credit and her faith
as any man who walks this earth, but the fight that we made
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has brought about a change in this bill that will be for the
benefit of the American people. If we can help it, you shall
not take the sweat from the toil of the working people of
this land and pay this deficit, but you must go to the accum-
ulated fortunes of the men who brought on this infamous
panic, and pay this deficit. [Applause.]

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARKS. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. It was intimated on the floor of the House
on Saturday and carried throughouf the press that those
of us who are opposing the sales tax were excited and in no
condition to legislate. ‘As a matter of fact, the only people
who were excited were the advocates of the sales fax who
were opposing us.

Mr. PARKS. I think the gentleman is correct about that.
Surely no man who is opposing this sales tax has got so ex-
cited that he would criticize unjustly the men who do not op-
pose it, in this great fight.

What is the bill before us? What does it do? I taxes
everything, practically, that is manufactured in this world.
It taxes the ice that you press to the fevered brow of your
sick and your loved ones. It taxes the bread that you put in
the mouths of the hungry. It taxes the shoes that you put
on the feet of the barefooted. It taxes the clothes that you
put on their backs. It taxes the hat that goes on their heads.
It taxes every manufactured article, almost, known to man.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PARES. I will.

. Mr. BLANTON. If has been stated also, through the press
and here, that those of us who, in accordance with the Dem-
ocratic platform, are fighting a sales tax, are insurgents,
when it is very evident that a great majority of this House
is against the sales tax, hence those who are for it should be
called “the insurgents.”

Mr. PARKS. Not only that, but nowhere has any Demo-
cratic platform nor any Republican platform ever declared
for this unholy tax that must be put upon the necessities of
life, and not upon the ability of a man o pay and the man
that has it. Why not levy a tax upon incomes? We have the
lowest income taxes of any nation on earth which has an
income tax. Why not go to the men that have ability to pay?
Why not go to the men who have accumulated these for-
tunes, men who have hidden them out and taken them away
and put them out of circulation? Why should we not lay our
hands upon those vast fortunes that to-day have made this
panic that we are now going through?

Three years ago this was a prosperous land. Three years
ago the wheels of industry sang a song of happiness, of
prosperity, love, and contentment. Millions of men bade
their families good-by in the morning, with a full dinner
pail on their arm, and went forth to make an honest living,
happy in the thought that they were able to build a home
and to buy for their loved ones. Then there came strid-
ing across this earth that great colossus who said, “ Make
me your leading official; make me your chief, and pros-
perity will not only continue but we will have an auto-
mobile in every garage; we will have two chickens in every
pot.” Lo and behold, three years from that time you not
only do not have the automobile in the garage but you do
not have the garage. You not only do not have two chick-
ens in the pot but you do not even have the pot in which to
put the chickens. [Applause.]

To-day over the head of every man and over the head of
every woman disaster hangs like the sword of Damocles,
and millions of men to-day are without work. In more
than 8,000,600 homes the wail of the wolf of want is heard
by day and by night, and famine, like a grim specter, wraps
her shroud about her and goes from door to door, from
coast to coast, and yonder in the White House sits that
great mind, impotent and helpless, while men are without
employment. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Arkan-
sas has expired.

Mr. PARKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for one additional minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PARKS. ' Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me say our
crowd is not to be terrorized or intimidated by anybody.
They have just begun to fight, and in the words of that
immortal American who will live forever in the hearts of
his countrymen, “ We are standing to-day at Armageddon,
battling for the Lord.” [Applause.]l

The SPEAKER. Under the special order of the House,
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Howarp] is recognized
for 10 minutes,

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, may I propound a unani-
mous-consent request?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RAINEY. I have no desire to reply to the address
just made by the gentleman from Arkansas; but I ask unan-
imous consent to insert at this point in the Recorp and just
after the gentleman’s address my radio speech to which the
gentleman referred.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the

gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to object, is that the
same radio address to which the gentleman referred, criti-
cizing the Members of Congress who are opposed to the
sales tax?

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman will find nothing of that
migtm it. That is the reason I want to press it at this
point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, and I
shall not object, but if the gentleman’s radio speech——

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Speaker, the regular order.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman can have the regular
order if he wants it. The regular order is that I am going
to make a unanimous-consent request.

The SPEAKER. There is one unanimous-consent request
pending.

Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorb, granted this day, I include the speech
I made over a coast-to-coast network of the National Broad-
casting Co. on Thursday night, March 17, 1932, beginning at
10.15 p. m., eastern standard time.

The speech 15 as follows:

The levying of taxes is one of the unpleasant duties devolving
upon a Member of Congress; but when the necessity arises for the
imposition of additional taxes, we must meet it with courage. No-
body likes fo be taxed.

There is under consideration to-day in the House of Repre-
sentatives a tax bill which we will commence to read for amend-
ments to-morrow, and which pro to raise enough additional
taxes to balance the Budget in 1933. The bill is being vigorously
opposed upon the theory that we can balance the Budget by
reducing the expenses of operating the Government or that we
can balance it by imposing higher taxes on the big incomes and
on the big estates, and the general public has the impression that
Federal salaries are too large and they should be cut, that they
should receive the same cut that business is now giving to its
employees and which have been sanctioned by the labor organiza-
tions, and this amounts to a 10 per cent cut in all salaries., These
propositions appeal very much to the taxpayers, and they have
become convinced that this is the road out of our present
difficulties.

To-night I expect to discuss the exact situation In which we
find ourselves at the present time. The facts I am going to give
you, are the result of close study and the figures are official and
are also corroborated by extensive research work.

At the present time our Federal deficit is greater than the
deficit of any other nation in the world and is greater than the
deficit of any nation at any time in the history of the world. We
are not collecting enough money to run the Federal Government.

In 1931 we ran behind $1,123,000,000. Nearly half this amount
was due to borrowing for the loans we made to veterans. At the
present time the Federal Government is behind §7,-
882,000 every day, and unless we succeed speedily in balancing our
Budget this daily deficit will not only continue but will be sub-
stantially increased.

The deficits for the fiscal year 1931 and for the fiscal year 1932
are not provided for in the Budget for 1833. It would be impos-
sible to do that. These enormous amounts are being added, or
will eventually be added, to the public debt. By the end of the
fiscal year 1832 we will have added to the public debt §5,000,000,000
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which must some day be pald. In other words, the public debt is
almost back now to where it was when we commenced to reduce
it a few years ago. If we can sell long-term Government bonds at
41, per cent In the mear future, and that Is the least we can
expect to pay, we will have added to the expenditures of this Gov-
ernment on the item of interest alone per year $210,000,000.

We have borrowed all we can. The Government's credit is
destroyed. Recently some of our bonds were selling as low as 85.
When the announcement was made three or four weeks ago that
we proposed to balance the Budget, Government bonds went up
until these low-interest-bearing bonds are now selling arsund 91.
Less than a year ago they were selling for 101. When the credit
of a government is so destroyed that its bonds sell below par, as
our bonds are doing, and when it can not borrow money at all on
long-term issues, and when we are running behind nearly eight
million dollars a day, the conclusion is inescgpable that the Gov-
ernment is bankrupt and its solvency must be restored.

Our Federal Government has no assets except its public build-
ings which yield nothing in the way of revenues, and its public
lands which yield no revenues, and which we can not even give
away on account of the fact that they are practically worthless
except for grazing purposes.

The Members of both branches of the National Congress sit
here as directors of the greatest ration in the world, of

which 120,000,000 people constitute the stockholders, and the 120,-

000,000 stockholders ought to be in favor of measures which will
restore the sclvency of the great corporation in which they are
interested. Unless we do it, there is ahead of us in the im-
mediate future, and i may come this summer, a panic the like
of which no other nation in the world ever experlenced. We
must restore confidence in our banks.. People are now hoarding
their money, and over a billion and a half dollars have now been
retired from circulation. We must restore the buying power of
the people, and the first step in that direction is to restore the
solvency of the Government itself.

It is a popular thing to “soak the rich” by taxes. Those of
you who agree to that proposition will be pleased, I am sure, to
know that we are doing it in this bill. We take in taxes approxi-
mately one-half of all incomes over $100,000 a year. This is as far
as we are advised by economists we can safely go without reaching
diminished returns. We are practically doubling the income taxes
and surtaxes and we are lowering the exemptions. After having
;iom; r;lé this we will still have left a Budget deficit of $1,241,000,000

or 1933.

We are decreasing all governmental expenditures for 1933 by
reductions made now in Congress as the Budget estimates come in
of $125,000,000. We are, by administrative economies in the de-
partments of the Government, accomplishing a saving of $100,000,-
000 more, Already governmental employees are being discharged
in order to accomplish this, and Members of Congress are begin-
ning to hear from it, but we expect to accomplish these economies,
and this is as far as we can hope to go unless we reduce salaries
gt all employees of the Federal Government from the President

own.

You will be interested in knowing what can be accomplished in
the way of salary reductions. It is popular to suggest that reduc-
tions be made of salaries of $5,000 and over that. I have been
advising that course myself, but a 10 per cent reduction in all
salaries of $5,000 and over will result in a yearly saving of ap-
proximately 3,500,000, which is less than half of the Federal
Budget deficit for one day of time. If we reduce all salaries of
$5,000 and more than that 20 per cent, the result would be that we
will then have failed to overcome the Budget deficit the Govern-
ment is now sustaining for one day.

In order to accomplish any substantial cost saving, we are
going to be compelled to reduce all salaries 10 per cent. If we
reduce all salaries 10 per cent, from the President down, we will
accomplish a cost saving in the operations of the Government of
less than $58,000,000. In other words, we will only overcome the
B;;ggt deficit we are now sustaining for approximately eight days
o o

I only speak for myself, but I have been compelled to the con-
clusion that we must reduce all Federal salaries, little and big,
for the psychological effect it will have on the country in the
immediate future.

I might mention also that we are practically doubling the taxes
on the big estates by these increases, but they will not be available
during the fiscal year 1933. Therefore they do not help us much.
It takes over a year to settle up an estate, especlally a big estate.
The Government will not get the taxes until the estates are settled.

The next proposition which presents itself is how much can we
reduce the ordinary expenses of the Government. It will surprise
many of you to know that out of every $100 the Government
expends $71.88 is expended on account of wars—wars which have
been and wars which may occur in the future. It would appear
to those of you who have not closely studied the question that
reducing this amount ought easily to be effected, but I call your
attention to the fact that $£28.83 of that amount goes out in the
payment of Interest on war debts, and these bonds are held by
our own natlonals. This, of course, can not be reduced.

Of that amount $26.71 is expended on account of pensions to
soldiers of all of our wars and to their dependents. There is no
way of reducing that. We can not close the hospftals and dis-
continue our pensions to disabled and aged veterans and their
widows and dependents. None of you want to do that If you could.

I have now accounted for 855.54 of the $71.88 expended on ac-
count of war. That part of it can not be reduced. At the pres-
ent time we are expending on account of our Army and Navy only
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$16.35 of the amount which I am enumerating as war expenditures,
We hope to accomplish some reductions in that, but not much.
Patriotic organizations throughout the United States are most
vigorously protesting against reductions in the amount expended
on the Army and Navy and thereby interfering with our national
defense. This makes up the entire amount of $71.88 out of every
$100 the Government expends. I would like to know how we
could accomplish many substantial reductions there.

Out of every $100 which the Government expends, £9.03 goes for
public improvements, good roads, improvements in rivers and har-
bors, and public buildings. If we stop building roads and stopped
absolutely the work on rivers and harbors and stopped the build-
ing of public buildings and eliminated this entire expense, we will
not have saved much, and the demand for roads, improved rivers,
and public buildings is so great that we can not expect much
reduction in this amount.

This leaves out of our $100 only $20 which we expend for carry-
ing on all of the functions of this great Government of ours,
amounting in all to eight hundred milllons, out of four billion
plus dollars we expend every year, and out of this $800,000,000
must come the reductions we expect to make,

We expect to accomplish a reduction in this amount of $225,-
000,000 in the next year, and to that should be added approxi-
mately $58,000,000 if we cut all salaries 10 per cent, and in esti-
mating our deficit we are already accounting for this reduction
in expenses of $225,000,000. If we cut salarles and take out
$58,000,000 more we will have left only $607,000,000 with which
to carry on the functions of this Government.

These facts are unpleasant to a great many of you, but you
ought to know about them. I might add to this, and I regret to
do it, this additional fact, that in estimating our income for
1833 we include as receipts the $270,000,000, the allied nations will
now owe us in 1833. Personally, I do not think they will pay a
dollar of it. If they do not pay, our deficit for 1933 will be
$270,000,000 more than we have estimated it to be.

We have also estimated that our receipts from income taxes in
1933 will be $1,100,000,000. It may be much less than this. I
notice from newspaper items statements to the effect that it may
be $300,000,000 less than this amount, and estimates they make are
based upon the income-tax returns now coming in. If they are
right about it, this will add to the deficit another $300,000,000.
Personally, I can not believe that they are right, although I am
sure there will be a substantial reduction below our estimates,

The situation I am describing is not pleasant, but the millions
of people who are listening to me to-night ought to know exactly
what is happening. Our great deficit is not due so much to in-
creased expenditures of the Government, although increased ex-
penditures in part account for it, but in small part. Our deficit
is due to diminishing returns in practically every item of national
revenue. The income tax is our principal source of revenue. In
1832 our income from this source decreased $660,000,000 below the
receipts for 1931. For 1933 we are estimating a further decrease
of revenue from this source of $40,000,000. Personally, I now
believe it will be much more than that amount, and the news-
papers which are now estimating it at $300,000,000 may even be
right about it.

I might go through the list of revenue receipts from all sources
and they will all show decreases.

We are proposing a general sales tax of $600,000,000 spread over
the entire field of Industry, exempting raw foodstuffs and canned
foodstufis, exempting every business with a turnover of less than
$20,000, also exempting from its operation all farm products and
the expenses of farmers for fertilizers and seeds. This is the kind
of a tax in force now in practically every country in the world.
It is an emergency tax. It will be an invisible tax, not perceptible
to the purchaser of completely processed articles.

A tremendous opposition to this is being stirred up in the coun-
try. If it is defeated, we are going to be compelled to go to the
high, objectionable war-time excise taxes, such as additional taxes
on tobacco, on conveyances of real estate, on automobiles, on
admissions to theaters of 10 cents and over, on radios and phono-
graphs, on checks and drafis, on increased postage rates from 2 to
3 cents. Some or all of these taxes may be necessary to balance
the Budget. It Is a cholce now, so far as the battle goes, between
the general sales tax I have mentioned and the objectionable tazes
like these. Of course, we must go to one or the other of these

systems. .

If you prefer a return to the war-time taxes, your representa-
tives In Congress will put them in. If you prefer the emergency
general sales tax spread over practically the entire field of indus-
try, therefore bearing lightest on the individual industries, your
representatives in Congress will give you that kind of a tax.
Members of Congress hear only from their constituents who are
opposed to balancing the Budget, and the letters and telegrams
they are recelving—I am receiving hundreds of them every day—
are the result of propaganda sent out by the new type of lobbyists
we have, whom I am calling invisible lobbyists. We never see
them. They give no study whatever to the subjects they take up.

Their effort is, In order to defeat certain propositions or to get
higher tariff rates, to circularize the districts of Members of Con-
gress asking the citizens that they write to their Members of
Congress or wire them opposing or favoring certain propositions,
and then we commence to hear from them; and If a Meamber of
Congress hears from his constituents, whether what he hears is
propaganda or not, he listens to it. We have had enough of these
propaganda letters.

And in conclusion I want to ask all of my listeners to-night
who are impressed by the facts I have been relating to wire or
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write their Members of Congress at once, insisting that the
solvency ol the Government be restored and that they vote to do
it. If you prefer the sales-tax method, tell them ihai. If you
prefer the more objectionable methods which you have. already
tried in war time, tell them to wote for that; but tell them, so
that they can understand it thoroughly, to vote for these taxzes
and to do what they can to balance the Budget of the great
corporation In which you are all interested as stockholders.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr,
Howarn] is recognized for 10 minutes. [Applause.]

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, every American citizen
with red things in his blood has difficulty in being calm in
the presence of either a direct or an implied challenge to
his patriotism. I shall be calm now, Mr, Speaker, for two
treasons: The first is the command of my doctor. The
second is that I do not want to inject anything here which
might further increase the bitterness entertained by many
Members of this House with reference to the sales tax.

Oh, I wish that my beloved leader by choice of the years
ago, and my leader through only the call of love in this
moment, might inject into this debate more of the views
he entertained in other years as to this legislation, and less
of his unhappy transformed views of to-day.

Those of us who have opposed the sales tax have been
charged, impliedly, at least, with trying to Russianize this
dear Republic of ours, and with creating a spirit of com-
munism.

Mr. Speaker, who is now creating the spirit of com-
munism in America? I declare to you my sincere belief that
the daily conduct of those elements so largely behind the
sales-tax proposition, without any reference at all to my
colleagues here—the attitude of those men—is creating
more of the spirit of communism in our counfry in an hour
than a thousand street-corner, scap-box orators could
create in 8 month. [Applause.]

I have heard it stated on this floor that ome William
Randolph Hearst was responsible for the bringing of this
sales-tax proposition before our House.

I want to be fair toward all men. I hold no brief for
William Randolph Hearst. I accepted his invitation to go
to Canada to study the sales tax. I was his guest. I am
glad to say he treated all of us very courteously, and I am
here to testify that so far as I knew he did not, even by
inference, try to impress us with his view regarding the
sales tax while we were in Canada. Buf I am glad I went
to Canada. I saw at first hand the workings of the sales
tax, and God forbid that those workings should ever be
carried to my own counfry. {Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, what is the chief object of the sales tax,
or, rather, what is the chief object of ils promoters—mean-
ing, of course, not at sli any colleagues of mine in the
House? The chief object of the real promoters of the sales
tax is to build up a system of taxation in the United States
under the terms of which those who are able to pay will
have a large measure of the burden of taxation removed
from their shoulders and laid upen the shoulders of those
less able to pay.

In fine, it means, carried to its legitimate conclusion—just
as it means in Canada—that soon or late there will be so
much of a sales tax collected from the common herd in
our country that the Congress will be called upon to lift the
burdens of income taxation which now rest upon the shoul-
ders of the uncommon herd. That is all there is about it.

‘We have read in the newspapers in recent hours that this
sales-tax feature of our bill is going to be sugar-coated in a
manner to win to its support those of us who are opposed
to the principle of the tax. I do not believe, Mr. Speaker,
that any one of the progressive Democrats and progressive
Republicans with whom I have been associated in opposi-
tion to this bill can be brought fto desert a principle by
any sugar-coating of this legislation by the committes,
[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, with your permission, T would just like to talk
a little to Democrats alone. [Laughter.] If it be trme—
and it is true—that the Democratic Party has always been
the party of the people in this country, what will the people
whom this party is supposed to represent have to say to us
during the approaching campaign if we shall send every

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6657

Member of the Congress and our presidential nominee out
into the world defending ti.e infamous thing known as a
sales tax?

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD, Certainly.

Mr. RANKIN. Every time this sales tax has ever come
up in a National Democratic Convention it has been unani-
mously condemned.

Mr. HOWARD. Oh, yes, it has, and it will be condemned
by the approaching Democratic National Convention.
[Applause.] But I want to ask you Democrats to think of
this seriously. Do you really want to see a Democratic
President occupying the chair of state here in Washington?
Do you? Do you believe that you can send a presidential
candidate out to plead the cause of a sales tax before the
common people with any assurance whatever of his election?
Why, no; you do not. You do not believe anything of that
kind. It is not possible.

Oh, my friends, I wish I might be privileged to speak to
you very vigorously this morning. If I conld, I would like
to paint a word picture of a wonderful house on a high hill,
a beautiful house, and over the door of that house in letters
of silver and gold would appear the words “ The House of
Victory." \

Now, pretty soon we are going out on a march toward that
house. Here in this House to-day we will act in manner to
make possible the entering of the Democratic hosts into the
door of that house of victory or we will aet in manner to
have the Democrats stopped at the very threshold of that
door—stopped by their own suicidal act in passing a sales
tax. [Applause.] ;

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, may I speak a little while
longer? ([Applause.] I ask unanimous consent to speak
for five minutes more. y

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Nebraska? '

There was no objection,

Mr, HOWARD. First I want to answer the question of
the gentleman from Wiseonsin.

Mr. SCHAFER. 1Is it not a fact that the gentleman who
holds a morigage on the Democratic Party, Mr. Raskob, is
in favor of this sales-tax monstrosity?

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman from Wisconsin is more
acquainted with mortgage holders than T am.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. Oh, yes.

Mr. BLANTON. Neither Mr. Raskob nor anybody else
holds any mortgage on the Democratic Party. The gentle-
man from Wisconsin will learn that when the Democrats of
this House get through with the so-called nonpartisan sales
tax the Democrats of the Nation will still have plenty of
confidence in the Democratic Party. [Applause.]

Mr. HOWARD. Oh, I hope so.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. Yes.

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman has talked about our
march toward Democratic victory in the next election, and
I would like to ask the gentleman’s reaction to this fact:
The President of the United States at no time has said in
any public statement that he is in favor of any pay cut in
Federal salaries. If the gentleman, like myself, wants to see
a Democratic President of the United States, does he not
think that the Economy Committee had better take a vaca-
tion? [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, instead of having the
Economy Committee take a vacation, my best wish at the
moment is that instead of a vacation the Economy Com-
mittee get busy and bring into this House a proposition to
do away with every useless board and Federal commission
created by the President [applausel; and, further than that,
to bring in legislation to reduce temporarily, at least, the
salary of every public official in the higher brackets, includ-
ing my own. This is what I think the Economy Committee
ought to do. {Applause.] I do not speak from the stand-
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point of a man who has so much money that he can afford
to give away two or three thousand dollars of his salary, but
God and men know that we, as MemYers of this Congress,
can better afford to sacrifice one-fcurth of our salary and
still be in better attitude to live and to eat than millions of
American citizens whe but a little while ago were even better
financially fixed than we are.

I do not want to be regarded as a demagogue, but if my
advocacy of human rights as against money rights shall win
me that designation, then I shall accept it as a badge of
honor. [Laughter and applause on the Republican side.]

Now, I want to go over here and talk a little bit to my
sales-tax brothers on the other side of the aisle. [Laughter
and applause.] Now, my brothers—brothers in name, but not
in fact—I sympathize with you.

Mr. SNOW. We do not need it.

Mr. HOWARD. Oh, you do need lots of sympathy. I
sympathize with any man belonging to a political organiza-
tion who is unable to look up to the titular head of that
organization and discover one single act or one single prin-
ciple ever performed or advanced by that titular head for
the cause of human rights as against money rights, which
anyone here present or elsewhere can go out and plead to
the world and ask its acceptance. [Applause.]

We who are opposing this or any other form of sales tax
have several times been admonished to pause and consider
what we are doing. My reply is that we have carefully
considered our course of action. The question we are dis-
cussing presents a fundamental difference of viewpoints.
We hold no animosity toward wealth as such. We recog-
nize that great wealth may be honestly acquired and prop-
erly employed. But we know that the great concentration
of wealth in this country has, to a large extent, been the
result of governmental favoritism—favoritism of tariffs,
financial control, and similar advantages by which, year by
year, a smaller and smaller number of our citizens acquire
a larger and larger proportion of all the wealth of the coun-
try. Added to these economic advantages, the wealthy citi-
zens have not been compelled to bear burdens of taxation
which weigh upon them to the extent that taxes weigh upon
the ordinary citizen. Our primary purpose in this fight is
to raise the revenue from those who are best able to pay.
You talk about our proposals being confiscatory upon those
of great wealth. Let me reply to that by asking you, What
ordinary individual to-day would not be glad to have an
income which compelled him to pay the increased surtaxes
which we have provided in the higher brackets?

This is a time of stress and the average citizen is not in
a position to meet his present burdens, much less to have
additional ones imposed upon him. The heavy burden of
taxation which we are compelled to impose upon some one
ghould be placed upon those who are best able to carry that
burden to-day. That is the essence of the fight we are
waging here in this House.

Mr. Speaker, I am remembering that my doctor com-
manded me to speak ever so quietly and briefly to-day, and
50, in the vernacular of my Indians, I say nomore. [Laughter
and applause.]

ONE HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE DEATH OF GOETHE

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for five minutes on the one hundredth
anniversary of the death of Goethe.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, to-day marks the one hun-
dredth anniversary of the death of Johann Wolfgang voh
Goethe. It is only fitting, at a time when the entire world
is participating in a bicentennial celebration honoring our
George Washington, that we recognize this great date.

It is fitting and appropriate, for a number of reasons, that
we pause in our thought of George Washington to turn our
attention to the great German poet, philosopher, dramatist,
novelist, and scientist.

Far apart as the {two men were in the fields assigned them
by the great Creator, the two were alike in many respects.
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They were alike, first of all, in being among the very few
supreme minds that humanity has produced.

No statesman was greater than Washington. No poet, not
even Homer or Shakespeare, was greater than Goethe,

The great German did his work for human advancement
in the peace of his study, while the great American wrought
the good that he did on the field of battle or in political
councils. Butf in essentials the two men thought alike,

One of Goethe’s first dramas concerned itself with the
celebrated of a great sixteenth-century champion of liberty.
And in the last great work of his life, the completion of
Faust, he raised the hero of that immortal work to the
plane that Washington occupied throughout his life—the
plane of simple wisdom and disinferested service to one’s
fellow men.

A survey of Goethe’s contributions to human thought, an
estimate of what he did for the lifting up of the human
heart, is the task of scholars and critics. But the person of
even limited reading knows something of Goethe’s place
among the immortals.

So much of human life is gathered up in his varied
works—he explored so many human problems, he lighted up
80 many deep recesses in the human heart—that it is little
wonder that critics assign him the honor of having given
shape to an entire era of human culture.

Goethe is Germany’s pride, as Washington is ours. And
the nation which sent to Washington’s aid the military
genius of Von Steuben and De Kalb, and the loyalty of thou-
sands of German-Americans in Washington's ragged army,
deserves the compliment of America’s tribute to its chief
adornment,

Though Washington and Goethe never met, their pur-
poses ran parallel, their efforts were alike for human good,
and the two were one in their counsels of good will.

Could we honor them in any more fitting way than by
putting into our everyday relations that same good will, not
only among ourselves but with all other nations?

Is it not possible for surface differences between peoples
to sleep, as the bodies of these two great men sleep, while
the spirit of concord they voiced lives on?

I suggest that in the name of George Washington, whose
last public words expressed that spirit, we Americans extend
to the German people a fitting return for the honors they
have tendered the memory of George Washington in this
bicentennial year. [Applause.]

On March 6, under the patronage of President von Hin-
denburg, the German Reichstag held a celebration in honor
of the George Washington Bicentennial, at which time the
walls of that chamber rang with the strains of the Star-
Spangled Banner,

To-day let us pause and think of their great hero—their
gift to civilization—Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. [Ap-
plause.]

THE REVENUE BILL OF 1832

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R.
10236, the revenue bill, and, pending that, I ask leave to
make a short statement.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection.

There was no objection.

Mr, CRISP, My colleagues, I sense the temper of the
House as well as any other Member. I repeat that I have
said or done nothing to alienate the personal feelings of any
Member of this House, and neither have I criticized any
Member of this House. I am performing my duty as I see
it, and you are doing likewise,

I do believe, my colleagues, it is to the interest of the
country that this matter be speedily disposed of. I am con-
fident that every Member of this House knows how he is
going to vote and that prolonged acrimonious debate will
not change a vote. I am anxious to do what I can to expe-
dite the consideration of this bill, and I say to you that
which you all know, that the House has a perfect right to do
what it pleases with the bill. I am confident that the
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sooner the real contréversial issue in the bill is disposed of
the better it will be for the country and for the House.

Yesterday I talked with several friends, who are active in
opposition to the manufacturers’ tax, to see if we could
come to some understanding whereby we might go at once
to the manufacturers’ tax title and dispose of it. No under-
standing was reached.

Acting in accordance with the Ways and Means Com-
mittee direction, I introduced a rule yesterday simply to
provide. that when the House again considered this bill
we should take up the manufacturers’ title under the gen-
eral rules of the House.

Some of my friends who favored the bill as written, and
some who are opposed to it, were opposed to any rule and
thought it might add to the difficulties of the situation.
Surely I am one of the last men in this House to do any-
thing that might add anything to the difficulties in the
speedy consideration of the bill,

This morning the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
DoucrTOoN], the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Rankinl,
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpial did me
the honor to come to my office to see if there was not some
way by which we could reach an agreement to expedite the
consideration of the bill.

We talked the matter over. I advised them that, of
course, I could not come to any agreement with them, that
I would have to confer with the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, with the Speaker, with the genfleman from Illinois
[Mr. Raisey], and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SwELL].

When the Ways and Means Committee met at 10.30 this
morning, I presented the matter to them, but prior to that
I had a conversation with the Speaker and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SNELL].

Now, the proposed suggestion by the three gentlemen I
have named, Mr. DoucHTON, Mr. RANKIN, and Mr. LaAGUARDIA,
was this: That I should ask unanimous consent that when
the bill was taken up in the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union, we should proceed at once to
the consideration of Title II, which is the inheritance estate
tax title. It was suggested that we might have two hours’
debate on that, to be under the 5-minute rule, and when
the two hours were up not to preclude the offering of any
further amendments that anybody desired to offer. You
know that under the rules of the House you can move to
close debate after the five minutes on each side is up.

The suggestion was that after the vote on the inheritance
estate tax title we go immediately to Title IV, the manufac-
turers’ sales tax title; that we would have two hours’ debate,
and that Members were to have the right to offer preferen-
tial perfecting amendments to the first section of the bill,
and then if would be in order for anyone to move to strike
out the entire title.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP., I will,

Mr. RANKIN. My understanding of the agreement was
that we were to take up the inheritance-tax provision under
the general rules of the House.. Then, when that is dis-
posed of, that we take up the sales-tax provision under the
general rules of the House, just as we would if we were to
come to it in the course of reading the bill, as we are now
doing. I did not understand that we were to agree that
anybody should have any undue right to offer any perfecting
amendments.

Mr. CRISP. I do not think that is necessary under the
gentleman’s statement, and I agree that the matter was to
ke considered under the rules of the House, although I think
it was understood that we were to limit the debate to two
hours. The gentleman from North Caroling [Mr. DoucH-
ToNn] said that he was willing to have two hours of debate,
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarnial said that
he was willing, but the gentlemman from Mississippi [Mr.
Rawkin] said that he was not willing o make any limitation
but suggested that we let the House make the limitation,

Mr. RANKIN. I was not then referring to the time.
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" Mr. CRISP. I am going to answer the other, but I
wanted to clarify that. I think the gentleman from North
Carolina and the gentleman from New York will verify that
statement.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman tell the House from
which side this suggestion comes? Who suggested the ir-
regular order of jumping from one place in the bill to
another?

Mr. CRISP. I might say both sides made the suggestion.
I made the suggestion in the interest of expediting it, to do
it by bringing in a rule to make the manufacturers’ tax title
first in order. Then this morning the suggestion was made
from the other side that this unanimous-consent agreement
be had, so I think I truthfully say that both sides suggested
it in the interest of expediting the determination of the bill.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Is expedition the only motive that
prompts this unusual arrangement? Is there any other rea-
son the gentleman can ascribe?

Mr. CRISP. I think the foremost reason of all is that it
is in the interest of our country to get this matter speedily
decided. [Applause.]

Mr. O'CONNOR. Does the gentleman mean by that that
the only thing now that is in sight is the matter of expedi-
tion, which might carry the suggestion that any possibility
of agreement between the contending factions is gone?

Mr. CRISP. No. This agreement, if the House enters
into it, does not affect the right of any Member of the House,
Each Member would have a perfect right to offer germane
amendments to any part of the bill, and the proposal is not
to change the rules of the committee as to the consideration
of bills under the 5-minute rule in the slightest degree.
This agreement, if made, does not change in any way the
orderly procedure of these two subject matters as to how
they would be considered under the rules of the House. The
estate tax, Title II, is in the bill ahead of Title IV, the manu-
facturers’ tax, and if we just continue to read the bill as we
were doing the estate tax would be reached first.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I do not think the gentleman caught
the purport of my question.

Mr. CRISP. Let me finish this statement and then I shall
yield further. Here is the advantage in this proposition as
I see it: We left off reading the bill the other day on page
36. There are about 158 pages between that point in the
bill and the point where we reach the estate tax. Those 1538
pages are devoted to mostly noncontroverted administrative
changes. They are matters that ordinarily would be read
through rapidly. Unless some understanding or agreement
is made in respect to reaching these controverted items it
is within the power of the Members on both sides of the
House to offer amendments to all of those 158 pages and
delay, and it might be two or three days or a week before we
would reach Title II. That is the whole proposition.

Mr, O'CONNOR. What I am firying to obiain from the
gentleman for my own information is this: First, is there
any possibility of an agreement between the contending
factions?

Mr. CRISP. None whatever.

Mr. O'CONNOR. - Has the gentleman from Georgia or his
committee made any effort to compose the differences?

Mr. CRISP. Members of the Committee on Ways and
Means in the performance of their public duty, as they see
it, brought in a bill for the House to consider. It became
almost immediately apparent that there were many Mem-
bers of the House who were opposed to it, bitterly opposed
to it, and there is no way in the world to compromise those
differences. The only thing is to have it go to the House
and let the House vote, and the House vote will be decisive
of the matter. We have proposed amendments to meet cer=
tain exemptions. The members of the committee did not
care to bring in a manufacturers’ sales tax. They did it be-
cause they believed it to be the best method to meet the
emergency. Naturally, the members of that committee when
they first brought in the bill exempted all farm products, cer-
tain food products, and many other articles which I shall not
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now enumerate. The commitiee has proposed a number of
other amendments which we think, from the veiwpoint of
those opposed to the bill, should certainly make it less ob-
Jjectionable to them, and the committee believes that, with
those amendments adopted, $468,000,000 would still be raised
by the manufacturers’ sales tax.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

- Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. PURNELL. In case the gentleman’s unanimous con-
sent is refused, does the gentleman intend to pursue his
request for a rule or to continue the reading of the bill
under the 5-minute rule as usual?

Mr. CRISP. If this request is not granted, personally I
would prefer to go on with the reading of the bill.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman has just said that under
this unanimous-consent agreement the bill would be read
under the rules of the House. Then the gentleman said
further that he desired to offer an amendment proposing
additional exemptions. If the bill is read under the rules
of the House, that means it will be read by paragraphs, does
it not?

Mr. CRISP. That is the question which the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. Rankin] propounded to me a moment
ago and I intended to answer it, but the gentleman asked
me other questions and I could not answer it. Yes. The
bill, under the rules of the House, is read by paragraphs. I
apprehend, if this agreement is made, some gentleman op-
posed to the manufacturers’ sales tax—I would not make it
because I am for it—but I suppose some Member would per-
haps move to strike out the first paragraph. Then I would
offer a perfecting amendment to that first paragraph, with
certain exemptions, and under the rules of the House, and
under the rules of all parliamentary bodies I know of, where
there is a motion made to strike out matter, a preferential
motion to perfect the text is made before the vote on striking
out is taken.

Mr. LA\GUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Assuming, of course, that the amend-
ment is germane?

Mr. CRISP. Certainly.

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, has not the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. BANKHEAD, already
ruled that this bill is to be read by sections?

Mr. CRISP. No, no.

Mr. BLANTON. Well, what I want to ask the gentleman
is this: What the gentleman from Georgia sought to do by
his rule was to jump from page 36 in the bill over to section
4—the sales-tax section. The only thing that the other
side demanded was that we first take up section 2. Is that
not true?

Mr. CRISP. No. They proposed to jump from page 36
to about page 189.

Mr. BLANTON. Did they not insist that we take up sec-
tion 2, which embraces the estate tax, first?

Mr. CRISP. Yes. And that is what I am asking to do.
I am in no wise attempting to change.

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. Assuming that the committee’s preferential
amendment is voted down, and assuming a motion to strike
the first paragraph is carried, will the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union be in any position
then to consider substitutes?

" Mr. CRISP. The Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union would be in that position, yes; and I will
say to the gentleman from New York that this is what I
would hope would happen: Should the House strike out the
manufacturers' sales tax title we would lose from the bill
$460,000,000 if all of our amendments making exception were
adopted. From our viewpoint, counting the $30,000,000 in-
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crease from the two amendments that have been adopted
as to the income-tax rate, the bill would still be short
$460,000,000. I would call the Ways and Means Committee
and ask them to recommend to you certain amendments
to fill in that gap. Then any other Member of the House,
of course, could offer any amendment he pleased; and, if
we should make a second recommendation and the House
should disapprove it, I personally would see no necessity for
the bill being referred again to the Ways and Means Com-
mittee; but what I would like to see would be for the House
to adopt such amendments as they see fit and pass what
remains of the bill and let it go to the Senate where the
Senate could offer amendments, and if the Senate amended
it, then it could come back to the House for consideration
of the amendments put on in the Senate. i

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. CRISP. 1 yield. '

Mr. BLACK. Would the amendment be an amendment
to Title IV, that the matter concerning the sales tax be
stricken out? Would there be just plain Title IV before
the House, to which we could offer amendments?

Mr. CRISP. I would say to the gentleman from New
York that they would not move to just strike out * Title IV.”
They would move to strike ouft the first paragraph, with
notice that if that prevailed they would move to strike out
each succeeding paragraph as it was reached, and then I
think what I said a while ago would be true, that under
the rules of the House, when another section was read and
an amendment made to strike it out, a perfecting amend-
ment would be preferential to be voted on before we vote
fo strike it out. This is the theory, and it is common
sense, that the friends of a paragraph of legislation should
be given an opportunity to perfect it before a vote is had on
rejecting it entirely. It might be amended in such way
that the House would not want to reject it entirely,

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. 1 yield.

Mr. LOZIER. In harmony with the suggestion made by
the gentleman from Georgia, it seems to me that this unani-
mous-consent request should be granted for the reason that
this bill is largely built around the sales tax and the estate
tax, and the action of the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union on those two provisions will tre-
mendously influence what shall be done with the other provi-
sions of the bill. So it seems to me the part of prudence to
go first to the principal controversial question and get it
out of the way. Then we will know what changes, if any,
to make in the other schedules.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. I yield.

Mr. BURTNESS. I would like to have the attention of
the chairman on a practical question. I note that the first
section under Title IV is, of course, section 601, while the
exemptions are provided for under section 602. I think
there are quite a number of Members of the House whose
vote upon the question of straightening out the manufac-
turers’ sales tax may, in large part, depend upon what is
done with the exemption section. Do I understand the
gentleman correctly when I understand that the entire title,
not only the first section but the entire title, would be
perfected before the vote was put to strike out the entire
title?

Mr. CRISP, No, sir. But I will say to the gentleman
that I am going to offer an amendment to the first section
which will cover what the gentleman is talking about.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that when the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
resumes consideration of the tax bill, Title II, the inherit-
ance or estate tax, be first considered; that immediately
upon the conclusion of the consideration of that title the
committee begin the consideration of Title IV, the manu-
facturers' tax title, and that under the 5-minute rule on
each of those titles there be two hours’ debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, I would like to ask the gentleman from Georgia a
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question. I have just eome back from home, and I under-
stand there has been considerable confusion among the
craft. I am wondering if during that two hours’ debate the
gentleman will be liberal in the disposition of time and will
not allow all of the time to be taken up by members of the
committee.

Mr. CRISP. The gentleman says he has not been here.
There were 7 days of general debate on this bill and 2 days
under the 5-minute rule. There never has been such gener-
ous debate on any bill.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Still further reserving the right to
object, I will say to the gentleman that I have been engaged
in Red Cross work trying to relieve some suffering fishermen,
and when I came back here I understood there was a mob,
and I am just wondering if this consent is granted—and I
always like to give consent to the gentleman from Georgia—
whether there will be an opportunity given to Members to
address the committee during that two hours’ debate. For
instance, I might want to say a word.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, may I change the request?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CRISP. I ask unanimous consent. that when the
committee resumes consideration of this bill it proceed at
once to the consideration of Title II, the estate title, under
the rules of the House, and immediately upon that being
concluded it begin consideration of Title IV, the manufac-
turers' tax title, under the rules of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks
unanimous consent that when the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union resumes the consideration
of the bill H. R. 10236, it immediately begin the considera-
tion of Title II and consider it under the rules governing the
committee to its conclusion, and upon the conclusion of the
consideration of Title II, it begin the consideration of
Title IV under the rules of the committee. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object—

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The regular order is, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Georgia that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 10236) to
provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other purposes.

The motion was: agreed tfo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 10236, with Mr. BANKHEAD
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GREEN. I would like to know if it will be in order
when the committee amendments are offered to section 4
to offer amendments to the committee amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. ©Of course, because we are consider-
ing the bill under the general rules of the House. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement the Clerk will read Title IT of
the billl

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—ADDITIONAL ESTATE TAX
SEC. 401, IMPOSITION OF TAX

In addition to the estate tax imposed by section 301 (a) of the
revenue act of 1826, an additional tax equal to such tax is hereby
imposed upon the transfer of the net estate (determined as pro-
vided in Title III of the revenue act of 1926, as amended) of
every decedent. dying after the enactment of this act, whether a
resident or nonresident of the United States.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

FThe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman fromv Maryland offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment. offered by Mr. Lewis: Page 189, strike out lines 8
to 14, both inclusive, and in. lieu thereof insert. the following:
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“(a) In addition to the estate tax by section 301 (a)
of the revenue act of 1926, there is hereby im upon the
transfer of the net estate of every decedent dying after the enact-
ment. of this act, whether a resident or nonresident of the United
States, an additional tax equal to the excess of—

“{1) The amount of a tentative tax computed under subsection
(b) of this section over

“(2) The amount of the tax imposed by section 301 (a) of the
revenue act of 1826, computed without regard to the provisions
of this title. J

“(b) The tentative tax referred to in subsection (a) (1) of this
section shall equal the sum of the following pereentages of the
value of the net estate:

“ Upon net estates not in excess of $12,500, 1 per cent.

“$125 upon net estates of $12,600; and upon net estates in
excess of 12,500 and not in excess of $35,000, 2 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“$375 upon net estates of $25,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $25,000 and not in excess of $37,500, 3 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“$750 upon net estates of $37,600; and upon net estates in
excess of 837,500 and not in excess of $50,000, 4 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“ $1,250 upon net estates of $50,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $560,000 and not in excess of $62,500, 6 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

" $1,875 upon net estates of $62,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $62,5600 and not in excess of $75,000, 6 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“ $2,2656 upon net estates of $75,000; and upon net estates in
excess of §75,000 and not in excess of 87,5600, 7 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“§3,600 upon net estates of $87,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $87,600 and not in excess of $100,000, 8 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

*$4,500 upon net estates of $100,000; and upon net estates inm
excess of $100,000 and not in excess of §112,500, 9 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

85,625 upon net estates of $112,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $112,500 and not in excess of §125,000, 10 per cent in
addition of such. excess.

" §6,876 upon net estates of $125,000; and upon net estates
excess of $125,000 and not in excess of $137,500, 11 per cent
addition of such excess.

“ $8,250 upon net estates of $137,500; and upon net estates
excess af $137,500 and not in excess of $150,000, 12 per cent
addition of such excess.

“$9,750 upon nef estates of $150,000; and upon net estates
excess of $150,000 and not in excess of $162,500, 13 per cent
addition of such excess.

“ 811,375 upon net estates of $162,500; and upon net estates
excess of $162,500 and not in excess of $175,000, 14 per cent
addition of such excess.

*$13,125 upon net estates of $175,000; and upon net estates in
excess of 8175,000 and not in excess of $187,500, 15 per cent in
addition of such excess.

' $15,000 upon net estates of $187,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $187,600 and not in excess of $200,000, 16 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* 17,000 upon net estates of $200,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $200,000 and not in excess of $212,500, 17 per cent In
addition of such excess.

“$19,125 upon net estates of $212,600; and upon net estates in
excess of $212,500 and not in excess of $225,000, 18 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“ $21,375 upon net estates of $225,000; and upon net estates in
excess of §225,000 and not in excess of $237,500, 19 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* $23,750 upon net estates of $237,500; and upon net estates in
excess of §237,600 and not In excess of $250,000, 20 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“$26,600 upon net estates of $250,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $250,000 and not in excess of $262,500, 21 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* $28 875 upon net estates of $262,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $262,500 and not i excess of $275,000, 22 per cent in
addition of such excess.

" $31,625 upon net estates of $275,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $275,000 and not in excess of $287,600, 23 per cent in
addition of such excess.

*'$34,500 upon net estates of $287,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $287.500 and not In excess of $300,000, 24 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“ $37,600 upon net estates of $300,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $300,000 and not in excess of $312,500, 25 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“ $40,6256 upon net estates of $312,500; and upon net. estate in
excess of $312,500 and not in excess of $325,000, 26 per cent In
addition of such exeess.

*“$43,870 upon net estates of $325,000; and upon net estate in
excess of $325,000 and not in excess of $337,500, 27 per cent in
addition of such execess.

** 47,250 upon net estates of $337,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $337,500 and not in excess of $350,000, 28 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* $50,750 upon net estates of $350,000; and upon net estates in
excess of §350,600 and not in excess of $362,500, 20 per cent in
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“$54,375 upon net estates of $362,000;
excess of £362,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess,

“ $58,125 upon net estates of $375,000;
excess of $375,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $62,000 upon net estates of $387,500;
excess of $387,600 and not in excess of
addition of such excsss.

* §66,000 upon net estates of $400,000;
excess of £400,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $70,125 upon net estates of $412,500;
excess of £412,5600 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $74,376 upon net estates of $425,000;
excess of $425,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess,

* 78,600 upon net estates of 8437,500;
excess of £437,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $83,250 upon net estates of $450,000;
excess of $450,000 and not in excess of $462,500, 37 per cent
addition of such excess.

* $87,875 upon net estates of $462,500;, and upon net estates
excess of §462,5600 and not in excess of $475,000, 38 per cent.

** $82,625 upon net estates of §475,000; and upon net estates
excess of $475,000 and not in excess of $500,000, 39 per cent
addition of such excess.

* $102,3756 upon net estates of $500,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $500,000, 40 per cent in addition of such excess.

“(e) For the purposes of this section the value of the net estate
shall be determined as provided in Title III of the revenue act of
1026, as amended, except that in lieu of the exemption of $100,000
provided in section 303 (a) (4) of such act, the exemption shall
be $50,000."

The CHAIRMAN, It is the desire of the Chair to divide
equally the time for debate on this amendment between
those for and against the proposed amendment, and the
Chair will undertake, so far as possible, to carry out that
program.

The gentleman from Maryland is recognized for five
minutes,
| Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I shall make only a factual
‘and not an argumentative statement with respect to the
above amendment.

In making my statement last Thursday I explained that
if the rates applicable to individual incomes under the bill
were applied to inheritances, a revenue equal to $714,-
000,000, greater than that realized in the proposed bill,
would be reached. This statement was based on two prin-
cipal factors, namely: A 40 per cent maximum rate, and
that rate applied at $100,000 of income, as in the case of
individual incomes.

The above amendment, however, which has just been
read is not designed to raise $714,000,000 but about $481,-
000,000 in addition to the revenues arising under the present
law; and the difference in these yields is accounted for by
the difference in the income and estate rates and in the
points of application of the maximum rates.

I will here insert a comparison by percentage of the
present rates on net estates and individual incomes under
the bill; also the estate rates proposed in the amendment
as offered by me.

Present and proposed rates

and upon net estates in
$375,000, 30 per cent in
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Per cent of | Per cent of | €T cent of

Net income before exemption—individual or ::l’;f; lnd‘?vig:nl estates

estate under act | incomes m
1926 under bill e mendimart
1)L By e N | e = e None.
g.wﬂ. a Lo None. 0.083 Nane.
$4,000. ..., None. . 50 None.
5,000 ... = None. .75 None.
$6,000______ None. 91 None
§7,000 None, L17 None
000 ot None. 1.50 None
$9,000..... None. 1.83 None
$10,000. . None. 210 None
- T3 EOATARI S I TR TN = B ) None. 2.83 one
$14,000. 1o None. 3.57 None,
$16,000.__- £ None. 4.37 None
300 R R S, None. 511 None,
$20,000,. .. S None, 5.80 None
$22,000.__ None. 6. 45 None.
24,000 oo ol None. 7.08 None.
Uy 311 e s e A Nooe. 7.09 None.
$25,000, None. 82 None.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Aty Rt 0 VS A LA ) e et s Ll o B

MArcH 22
Present and proposed rates—Continued

Per cent of | Per cent of | P€f cent of

Net income bef: ption—individual tax on fax.on wt;l?ens

et UBlor | estates | individual iyt

under act | incomes Virwis
1926 under bill lamendment
£30,000 None 8.88 None
$35,000. None 10.28 None.
O s T T s e None 1165 None.
$45,000 None 13.00 None,
$50,000. None. 14.32 None.
$60,000. None 16. 63 None.
$62,500 None 17. 58 0.20
$75,000._. None. 20,50 .50
$87,500.... None. 23.89 .85
$100,000. L None 26. 56 1.25
SO0 e 0.1t 28.75 1.66
$125,000.... .20 30. 64 1.81
$137,500. .. .27 32,13 254
$150,000. .33 33.73 3.00
$162, 500, .48 34.42 3.46
$175,000, 67 35.32 3.0
$187,500 .66 36.09 4.40
$200, 2 .10 36.78 4 87
$212,500, .88 37.38 5.3
$225 1.00 37.01 5.83
8237, L 38,39 6.31
$250,000_. . 120 38.82 6.50
$262, = 1.23 39.21 7.8
$275,000. . = 1.36 30, 56 .70
$287,500. :3 1.43 39.89 826
$300, =g 150 40.18 8.75
$312,500..... 160 40,45 9.2
$325,000._... 2 1,69 40.71 0.75
$337,500. 3 LT 40, 04 10. 22
SOBOO001 o ) el R G E ST L85 41.16 10.71
$362,500____ = 1.93 41.36 1120
$375,000 200 41. 54 11.70
$387,600. 2,08 41.72 12,19
£400,000, 212 41.89 12,68
$412,500 2.18 4204 13.18
$425,000. 2.3 42 19 13. 67
$437,500. 228 42 32 14.17
$450,000... . ... 23 42.45 14. 66
$462,500. 297 42.58 1516
$475,000. 2.42 42,60 15. 65
$487,500 2.46 42.80 16. 13
000..__ 2.50 42.91 16. 85
£512,000.. 2,56 43.00 17.14
000 2.61 43. 10 17.64
$337,500 2,67 43.19 18.13
$550,000...__.. 272 43.28 18. 61
A0 0 e C L NS SR T e 4.28 45.05 28.79
$1,550,000. 5.45 45, 68 32.41
§2,050,000. 6.29 46,00 34.20
$2,550,000. ... s 7.00 46.19 35.38
000 E 7.63 46.32 36, 14
$3,550,000. 8.23 46. 42 36.68
$4,050,000 5 - B.81 46.49 37.00
$4,560,000__ . 9.37 46. 55 7.4
$5,050,000. .. 9.83 48, 59 37,67
£5,550,000. . ... 10.28 46.63 37.88
£6,050,000 10,87 46. 66 38.05
$6,550,000 11.07 46, 68 38.20
$7,050,000. L 11.42 46.71 38.23
$7,550,000. 1L.79 46.72 38,44
$8,060,000. i 1211 46.74 38,53
$8,550,000. 12.45 46.76 38. 62
£9,050,000. 12.75 46,77 38.70
$0,550,000._. 13.07 46.78 38.76
£10,050,000 13.37 46.79 38,82
$10,550,000 13.68 46.80 38.88

Ladies and gentlemen of the committee, the above table
shows discriminations in taxation probably not paralleled in
the history of taxation. It was perhaps not designed and rep-
resents only the neglect of the legislative mind. I have heard
no justification offered for it. The difference between the
dead man’s relation to the estate—* It is my capital "—and
the living beneficiary’s relation to it as acquisition or un-
earned income need not confuse us. From the point of view
of a mind in the coffin, say, the earthbound spirit of the
departed, it was his capital. From the point of view of the
living recipients it is their income when received just as is
the reward of the inventor who awakes from the dreams of
the night with an invention that he sells for $100,000. The
dead man’s relation and point of view are clearly inapplica-
ble. The Government owes him no duties, and he owes no
duties to the Government; both have ceased to exist. New
relations and new duties have taken their place. The rela-
tions of the living beneficiaries to the values coming to
them—initially income for them—and the duties of Govern-
ment toward them and their duties to it. There can be no
property dynasties in contemplation of American law. To
project the decedent’s relation—* his capital ”—beyond his
grave and mummify if for the recipients who take the prop-
erty through the instrumentality of Government is only a
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method of erecting dynasties of wealth as belong to the
feudal system.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment I have offered provides an
exemption of $50,000. The exemption carried in the law
and in the bill is $100,000. Formerly the exemption was
$50,000, I am told.

The point of application of the 40 per cent or maximum
rate in the amendment just read to you is upon a net taxable
estate of $500,000—not $100,000—after the allowance of an
exemption of $50,000. This distinction in the application
of the maximum rates at $500,000 rather than at $100,000,
as in income taxes, reduces the yield about $232,000,000.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does this plan that is
outlined provide for a drawback if the estate taxes are
assessed by a State or by a Commonwealth?

Mr. LEWIS. The bill is unchanged in that respect. The
States would continue to get what they are getting under
the current law.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. But this is a heavier tax
than any heretofore proposed?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. Chairman, reading these rates means nothing until
you put them into application, for they are cumulative; that
is, 40 rates must be applied to ascertain the real rate; and
so I shall ask your attention for just a moment while I give
you some examples of these cumulative rates in application
to the net estate left by a decedent.

On a net estate of $100,000 left by a decedent these ra.t,es
would amount to 1% per cent only, a rate less than that
usually levied on real estate by the local authorities.

On an estate of $150,000 net the rate comes to 3 per cent.

On an estate of $200,000 the rate is about 5 per cent.

On an estate of $250,000 the rate is about 7 per cent.

On an estate of $350,000 the rate is about 11 per ceat.

On an estate of $450,000 the rate is about 14 per cent.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. Let me finish this, please.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. I just want the gentleman to
eccentuate whether that is stepped up or not.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time of the gentleman from Maryland may
be extended 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEWIS. I have just one more illustration and then
I shall answer your question.

On an estate of $550,000 net the tax comes to 18.1
per cent.

Mr. EATON of . Colorado. Is that 18 per cent on the
enfire $500,000 or is it stepped up in each one of those
places? _

Mr. LEWIS. It is stepped up through the incompre-
hensible forms of rate statement that the draftsman
finds necessary in the amendment.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. No; I am referring to what
the gentleman is reading now.

Mr. LEWIS. Let me make that plain. If the decedent
leaves an estate of $100,000 net, 1% per cent will be
paid on it. That is the whole payment, and it will
amount to $1,250.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. And how much on an
estate of $500,000?

Mr. LEWIS. Eighteen and one-tenth per cent.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Then what does the 40
per cent proposal that was read mean?

Mr. LEWIS. It means nothing until it is combined with
the 39 lower rates. You have to employ 39 other rates
beside this 40 per cent. This is an actuarial problem, gen-
tlemen, which can not possibly be worked out on the floor.
I think that is the reason why the American people have
never had a real inheritance tax. [Applause.]
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Mr. LINTHICUM and Mr. FREAR rose.

IanMI LEWIS. I yield first to the gentleman from Mary-
d.

Mr, LIN'I‘HICUM Does this tax apply to the value of the
estate when the man dies or the value at the time of the
distribution of the estate?

Mr. LEWIS. The gentleman will please ask Judge Crisp
that question.

Mr. FREAR. One of the points that is so continually
urged in regard to the money that can be raised relates to
the British estate tax. How does this compare with the
rates at present with respect to British estates, if the gen-
tleman can tell?

Mr. LEWIS. I would rather not go into that subject at
this fime; it may be necessary later. Let me say in answer
to the question——

Mr. BULWINKLE. If the gentleman will permit, are
ﬂr;e;;zgaxes in addition to the taxes under the existing law
0 ?

Mr. LEWIS. The rates quoted include the present rates.

Mr. BULWINKLE. How much would that be on an estate
of $500,000 with the taxes proposed by the gentleman’s
amendment and the taxes under existing law?

Mr. RAGON. I do not think the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. Lewis] understood the gentleman’s question. Will
the gentleman state that question again?

Mr. BULWINEKLE. Are the taxes, proposed under the gen-
tleman’s amendment in addition to the taxes imposed now
under existing law?

g- LEWIS. The amendment rates include the present
ral - ”

Mr. BULWINKELE. Then may I ask what would be the
combined tax under the gentleman’s amendment and under
the 1926 law on an estate of $500,000?

Mr. LEWIS. I can not apply on my feet the many rates
of the current law, to answer you, but I can give you a
datum from which you can make your own application.

The yield under the current law is $127,000,000 on aggre-
gate taxable estates of about two and one-third billions, or
about 5 per cent. The amendment yields $609,000,000, that
is, an average of about 20 per cent of $3,000,000,000 of ex-
pected estates. The table I have inserted gives the average
effective rates on different sizes of estates.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Is it not true that this is the
only way you can redistribute the wealth of this country?

Mr. LEWIS. Well, I would rather not go into that sepa-
rate question now. The rates are designed for revenue.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR. What we are anxious to know is this.
You have been given the figures and have been asked the
question whether these fizures you have read are in addition
to the already existing estate tax.

Mr. LEWIS. That is correct. The rates include the pres-
ent rates.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Then, will the gentleman tell us what
the whole tax will be under his amendment and the present
tax?

Mr. LEWIS. It is very difficult for one to solve these ac-
tuary questions for particular amounts of estates on his feet.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The State drawback
amounts to about 80 per cent. We adopted quite a while
ago an amendment which coerced the States into passing
an inheritance tax in order to keep up with the Joneses,
and it amounts to about 80 per cent.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. MONTAGUE. I would like to ask a factual question.
Say a man leaves a hundred thousand dollars estate, what
wotuld he pay under both schemes, the present law and your
proposed amendment?

Mr. LEWIS. He pays $1,250 under my amendment, but
under the current law, and under the bill as reported, he
would pay nothing,

Mr. KEVALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.
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make the statement that the figures set forth in the gen-
tleman’s amendment make it a simple matter to compute
the actual tax for each brackef.

Mr. LEWIS. That is true at his desk.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. BURTNESS. If I understand the gentleman, the
maximum rate under the present law, when it is finally
stepped up, is 20 per cent. As I understand the gentleman's
proposition, after the step-up, the maximum rate, if adopted,
will be 60 per cent under the law,

Mr. LEWIS. The maximum rate of 40 per cent would
apply at $500,000, and at $500,000 would mean only an 18
per cent rate on the whole.

Mr, BURTNESS. If I understood the gentleman’s answer
to the gentleman from New York, that would be the result.

Mr. LEWIS. Let me say, first, that the tax under the
present law is virtually only a tax for the benefit of the
States, for 80 per cent goes back to the States. Out of the
yield of $127,000,000 in 1929, $102,000,000 goes fo the States.
Now, it is true that, looking at the draftsman’s form of the
rate under the bill, a 40 per cent maximum seems to be
imposed. That maximum is not reached under the present
law until a $10,000,000 estate is encountered; and then
amounts only to 13 per cent, whereas the income tax
amounts to 46 per cent. You can see for yourselves that
when only $127,000,000 is realized from some two and a half
billions of dollars of estates that the present inheritance
law, on an average, brings only about a 5 per cent yield on
the total taxable estates. On the actual net estates it is
much less.

Mr. SNELL.. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr, SNELL. As I understood the gentleman, he stated
that the total amount collected at the present time, to
say nothing about rebates to the States, is practically
$127,000,000 a year.

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. How much will be collected under his pro-
posed amendment, to say nothing about the rebates?

Mr. LEWIS. $609,000,000.

Mr. SNELL. Then the gentleman is increasing it about
five times?

Mr. LEWIS. If the gentleman likes ratio discussions,
he perhaps would like to hear some other ratios?

Mr. SNELL. I am asking just for information. It is not
a question of what my likings are. I want to know defi-
nitely what we are doing.

Mr. LEWIS. I prefer not to argue those matters.

Mr. SNELL. I am trying only to get the facts.

Mr. LEWIS. Very well; we will give the gentleman some
more facts while we are at it.

Mr, SNELL. I grant that is correct, $127,000,000, so that
if I am correct on the other computation, in addition to
$127,000,000, the amendment will produce $611,000,000 more.

Mr. LEWIS. The whole yield expected is about $608.000,-
000.

Mr. SNELIL. Then it will be about five times what it is
at the present time.

Mr. LEWIS. Yes; and I may say that in England the
inheritance tax at this time is about six times what it is in
the United States, including the States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Maryland has again expired.

Mr. STAFFORD., Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman’s time be extended 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Does any part of this $611,000,000 go
back to the States?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes; the same as now.

Mr. O'CONNOR. How does the gentleman expect the
States will get their inheritance tax?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. KVALE. I asked the gentleman to yield simply to |

MARCH 22

Mr., LEWIS. They are already receiving $102,000,000 a
year under the present law, or 80 per cent.

Mr. O'CONNOR. And they will receive none of. this
$611,000,000?

Mr. LEWIS. They will receive the same as now.

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. Referring to the section to
which the gentleman offers his amendment, this supertax,
the State does not get any portion of it under this bill.

Mr. LEWIS., There is no supertax involved in this
amendment. :

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. But under the section which
it attempts to supersede.

Mr. LEWIS. Oh, I understand. The committee treat-
ment of this subject is quite the same as my own.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I understood the gentleman
to say that it was just $611,000,000. At the beginning of
the. debate I understood the gentleman to say that the
proposed amendment would yield only $482,000,000.

Mr. LEWIS. Four hundred and eighty-two million dol-
lars more than the proposal of the committee. The $127.-
000,000 under the present law is to be added to this
$482,000,000.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yisld?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. I did not understand the gentleman’s
reply to the question of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CocuraR], in which he said the gentleman's amendment
would redistribute the wealth of the country. I thought the
gentleman either said yes or that he did not care to argue
the question. What was the gentleman’s reply?

Mr. LEWIS. I do not recall, but I will answer now. In
any measure of taxation, of course, two objectives are likely
to be envisaged. The first one, especially in an emergency
of the character through which our Treasury is pacsing, is
the revenue cbjective. That is the only objective I am con-
sidering in this amendment. If a social objective were to be
taken into account, a much wider and, I must add, a differ-
ent kind of discussion would be invited. I have confined
my effort entirely to the revenue aspect of this matter at
this time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Is not this a problem of
such magnitude that what the gentleman called a philo-
sophical or social phase is entitled to be well considered;
that is to say, as to whether this proposal will not cause the
dissipation of fortunes and destroy the incentive to invest
and set back a new country? Those things are entitled to
be discussed. f

Mr. FREAR. What has been the effect in England?
it destroyed everything there?

Mr. LEWIS. I leave that question to be answered by the
larger wisdom of the membership of this House.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Several times the question
has been asked, What will be the total tax, both present and
proposed, on an estate of $500,000?

Mr. LEWIS. I have already stated it would be about
18 per cent.

Mr. CROWTHER. The question that several Members
are asking is, What is going to be the amount of the tax
on an estate of $500,000 under the gentleman's proposed
amendment and under the present rate?

Mr. LEWIS. Under the present law the rate is 2.5 per
cent on the entire net estate.

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. 1 yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. This tax which the gentleman proposes
is an addition to the existing law. Is that correct?

Mr. LEWIS. That is true. So is the tax proposed by the
committee.

Mr. ALLGOOD., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yie'd?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr, ALLGOOD. As I understand, the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman changes the rates from what the
gentleman proposed in his first amendment?

Has
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Mr. LEWIS. I offered no amendment on Thursday last,
but only presented a comparison of the income and estate
rates.

Mr. ALLGOOD. So that now only half the revenue will
be raised from estates?

Mr. LEWIS. Abouf $482,000,000 and not $714,000,000.
This amendment will raise something like three-fourths of
the revenue that would follow the application of individual
income-tax rates to this subject matter.

Mr. ALI.GOOD. But the rates on the higher incomes
have been reduced by the gentleman’s amendment, have
they not?

Mr. LEWIS. No. :

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. STAFFORD. I understand the gentleman’s proposal,
where the net estate is above $500,000, is to be 40 per cent,
which amount is to be paid exclusively as a superinheritance
tax to the National Government. Under the existing law
the rate as carried in the 1926 act on estates of $500,000,
allowing $100,000 exemption, is 4 per cent in that amount
between $200,000 and $£00,000.

Mr. LEWIS. I can not follow your computations on my
feet in these circumstances,

Mr. STAFFORD. I was attempting to aid the gentleman
in support of his amendment.

Mr. LEWIS. I wish fo thank the gentleman and hope he
will make a statement to the House. I think his figures are
about right.

Mr. FIESINGER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr, FIESINGER. The gentleman has said that this tax
will raise $609,000,000 in the fiscal year 1933. Will it raise
any more than that in the fiscal years 1934 and 1935? Will
it increase in the coming years?

Mr. LEWIS. It will change only in proportion to the
population and the general wealth of the country.

Mr. FIESINGER. Has the gentleman taken into con-
sideration the fact that estates may not be settled up in 1933?

Mr. LEWIS. That circumstance is always involved. It is
involved in the present law.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. The exemption under the present law is
how much?

Mr. LEWIS. One hundred thousand dollars.

Mr. PARSONS. Under the present law it is $100,000?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. McCKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the gentleman contemplate rais-
ing the gift-tax rates?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes. When we get to that title the figures
will be changed correspondingly.

Mr. BULWINKLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. BULWINKLE. The gentleman has been asked the
question how much would the total tax be on $500,000?

Mr. LEWIS. Yes.

Mr. BULWINELE. It is approximately $119,750, and on
an estate of $1,000,000 it would be $349,750, approximately,

Mr. DAVIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. DAVIS. With respect to the different inquiries about
yields under the present law, I wish to call the attention of
the membership to the fact that the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. LEwis] made a speech on Thursday, March 17,
in which he inserted those figures in the Recorp, and they
will be found on pages 6342 and 6343 of the Recorp, in which
the genfleman gives the present yield by various different
amounts under the present law.

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LEWIS. I yield.

Mr. BOYLAN. Has the gentleman had the Treasury De-
partment officials or experts make any computation as to
the yield under the gentleman’s proposed amendment?
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Mr, LEWIS. Yes; I have, The estimates given you have
been made by the staff of the joint committee on internal-
revenue taxation at my request. They are not responsible
in any sense for the purpose of the amendment or for the
rates, bul they have made the computations.

Mr, BOYLAN. Will the gentleman-: please state the
amount that they assumed could be collected under this
amendment? 3

Mr. LEWIS. I have stated it. Under this amendment
$609,000,000 is estimated to be collected.

Now, perhaps the most helpful statement I can make in
enabling you fo weigh the importance of this levy is a
statement by national comparison. The British people, as
you know, are some 40,000,000 in number, They are paying
80,000,000 pounds in estate taxes, including the taxes that
are imposed on the beneficiaries as well. That comes to
about $10 per capita, or a gross of $400,000,000, taking the
pound at $5. - If we take the rate under the amendment, we
should get $609,000,000 as the gross levy in the United States,
with a population about three times as great and with
wealth per capita supposed to exceed greatly that of the
British people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary-
land has again expired.

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman have five additional minutes.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr, Chairman, I offer a substitute

.amendment.

Mr, RAGON. I wanted to ask that the gentleman have
five additional minutes, Mr. Chairman. This is a very im-
portant matter. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Maryland have five additional minutes.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, Chairman, I am not asking for it. I
would rather have an opportunity later in the discussion to
meet questions asked.

Mr. ABERNETHY, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I understand that under the rules of
the House under which we are operating there are some-
thing like 30 Members of the Ways and Means Committee,
and those who are not members of that committee will not
be permifted to express themselves.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will please state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Iam justasking if that is not the rule?

The CHAIRMAN. The House is proceeding under the
general rules of the House.

Mr. ABERNETHY, I thank the Chair very much for the-
information. ;

Mr. LEWIS, Mr. Chairman, taking advantage of the leave
to extend my remarks, I wish to present some data which
may aid us in reaching conclusions on this subject. The
wealth of the United States, as estimated by the National
Industrial Conference Board, during the past decade has
been as follows:

Census:
1920 $483, 783, 000, 000
1921._ 311, 730, 000, 000
1922 314, 719, 000, 000
1925 855, 678, 000, 000
1029 355, 029, 000, 000
1950 ---~ 322,735, 000, 000

It is the view of public financiers that on the average
there is a total turnover of such wealth by death each 30
years, which means that each year there is a turnover of
3.33 per cent. On this basis, and taking the year of 1930, the
property passing in 1930 was $10,733,000,000, while the total
taxes collected from this source by both the Government and
the States amounted to less than $245,563,241, or less than
215 per cent on the national turnover.

Official data on the subject are confined to some 8,798 re-
turns made to the Treasury and reported in Statistics of In-
come of 1929 at page 46. These account for a gross estate
turnover of $4,108,517,490, or 385 per cent of the national
turnover. From this gross total deductions of about $1,800,-
000,000 were made, leaving $2,376,972,608 subject to taxation,
about 58 per cent of the reported and but 22 per cent of the
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national turnover. - The following are the deductions as re- Gk ) : Per cent
ported by the Treasury for the year 1930: :%ooo 13
Total gross estate $4, 108, 517 ,400 | $275,000 T
$300,000 13

Nature of deduction: $325,000 BN
ce exemption 54, 203, 863 | £350,000. 14

Funeral and administrative expenses_________ 166, 133, 745 | $375,000.___ 15

: Debts, unpaid mortgages, etc. 385, 691, 176 | $400,000. 16
Property from an estate taxed within 5 years; $425,000 = 37
value at the date of previous decedent’s death.. 04, 101, 251 | $450,000 18
Charitable, publie, and similar bequests______ - 223, 489, 533 | $475,000 19
Specific exemption 876, 050, 000 | $500,000 “ 20
Htar aadachiong 1,799, 560, 568 And on net estates Intermediate in amount between the

_—
-- 2,376, 972, 608
—_—

152, 391, 240

Net taxable estate

Total tax
Tax credit for estate, inheritance, legacy, or succes-

sion taxes actually pald to any of the several
Btates, Territories, or District of Columbial ____ 113, 388, 179
Net tax after deducting tax credit. 39, 003, 061

The whole national turnover is taxed in Great Britain and
was £466,466,978 in 1926-27, or $2,332,334,800 in our money,
and about the same gross as here with three times the popu-
lation. The British figure has since advanced to $2,900,000,-
000. From its gross-estate turnover, less than one-third ours,
the British collected about $400,000,000, or about 14 per cent
as compared with 215 per cent here. My amendment con-
.templates collecting about $600,000,000, which, considering
the gross turnover in the United States, comes to less than
-one-half the percentage of levy prevailing in the Unifed

-Kingdom.
. FORM OF RATE MISLEADING

Mr. Chairman, the form of the rate employed by the expert
‘draftsmen of the bill and amendments and carried into the
-discussion defeats an intelligent understanding of the rates
proposed. Some of the rate is stated in percentages and
-some of it in the terms of the gross tax payable. Thus, with
regard to estates of $500,000, we have: '

Ninety-two thousand six hundred and twenty-five dollars upon
‘net estates of $475,000, and upon net estates in excess of $475,000
.and not in excess of $500,000, 39 per cent in addition of such

C .
exoe:: hundred and two thousand three hundred and seventy-five
dollars upon net estates of 500,000, and upon net estates in excess
of $500,000, 40 per cent in addition of such excess.

Nearly 40 of these paragraphs are employed to express
the estate tax on an estate of $10,500,000 under the law or
of $500,000 under the amendment.

It is only too apparent that reading one of these tax
paragraphs does not bring fo the mind a correct conception

* of the amount of the rate. Instead a misleading impression
is gotten from the partial percentage employed. You would
conclude that estates of $500,000 paid 39 per cent. The
actual rate is 18.1 per cent. Meanwhile the gross figure also
employed fails to express a percentage at all, and the incon-
gruities of terms and figures leaves one mystified and sends
him looking for the specialist who wrote the paragraph as
the only person who can surely interpret it aright. The
result is that discussion in the House of these rates as found
in the bill and the amendments becomes impossible.

CLARIFICATION OF RATE STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, I am proposing a clarification of this rate
schedule so that it will be intelligible. I employ percentages
only and propose that the following rate percentages take
the place of the rate paragraphs as passed by the House:
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Schedule, Part I, upon net taxable estates of—

; Per cent
$25,000 (or less) x -
£50,000
£75,000

§100,000
$125,000. .2

~I NI b =

i Limited to 25 per cent of the total tax after the effective date
of the revenue act of 1834 (June 2,.1924), and prior to effective
date of revenue act of 1926 (Feb. 26, 1926), and to 80 per cent of
the total tax after the effective date of the revenue act of 1926,
$200,000. 8

amounts set forth above the tax shall be the parcentages given
for the amount next below plus one twenty-fifth of 1 per cent

for each $1,000 (or major part of $1,000) by which the estate

exceeds such amount below it in Part I of the schedule.
Bchedule Part II upon net faxable estates of—

Per cent
$800,000 a1
$700,000 e 22
$£800,000 Hlasng
$800,000 e 108
$1,000,000 25
£1,100,000 26
$1,200,000 s AL 27
$1,300,000 28

1,400,000 29
$1,500,000 30
$1,600,000 31
$1,700,000 32
$1,800,000 AL 33
$1,900,000 34
$2,000,000 e 35
$2,100,000 36
$2,200,000 37
$2,300,000 33
$2,400,000 39
$2,500,000 and over 40

And on net estates intermediate in amount between the amounts
set forth above the tax shall be the percentage given for the
amount next below, plus one one-hundredth of 1 per cent for
each $1,000 (or major part of $1,000) by which the estate exceeds
such amount below it in Part IT of the schedule.

Mr. Chairman, these are the final rates themselves, as
applied fo the estates of the amounts enumerated and re-
quire no interpretation. If the estate be of some amount not
stated, say, of $110,000, falling in part I of the schedule, the
rate will be 4 per cent, plus ten twenty-fifths of 1 per cent,
or a total rate of 4.40 per cent., The tax on $110,000 would
be $110,000 multiplied by 4.40, which equals $4,840.

Mr. Chairman, it may serve a useful purpose to give a com-
parison of the effective rates under my and the Ramseyer
amendments since it is impracticable to make such a com-
parison by grading the amendments themselves. I may say
that the computations were made by the staff of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue.

Comparison of rates

% Lewis | Ramsoyer
Not estate before examption amend- amend-
ment ment
Percent | Percent
$462,500. . 0.20 0.2§
$75,000_. . +50 4
7,500 . .85 102
$100,000. . 1.25 1.50
£112,000 166 211
$125,000 1.51 2.60
$137,500. .. 2.4 3.00
$150,000. 3. 00 3.33
£182,500_ L 3.46 3.7
$175,000. . 3.902 4.14
$187,500. _ 4.40 440
$200,000. . 4.87 4.75
$212,500. . .. 5.35 5.00
@.ﬂm. & 5.83 5.2
7,600 6.31 5.43
R N e e e e e e 6.80 560
$262,500. 7.28 5. 85
$275,000. . T 6.00
287,500 B.26 6.30
$300, o 8.7 6. 50
$£312,500. 0.4 6.63
$325, 0.75 6. 54
£337,600. i 10.22 7.00
$350,000 . . 10,71 714
$362,500. 11.20 7.9
£375,000. 11.70 7.40
$387,500._ _ 12.19 7.51
$400,000. . . 12.68 7.62
$412,500 _ 13.18 7.72
?g.tm 13.67 7.83
,500. 14.17 7.01
$450,000 14. 66 8.00
$462,500 15.18 B.13




Comparison of rates—Continued Comparison of rates—Continued
Lewis | Ramseyer Lewis R
Net estate before exemption amend- amend- Net estate before exemption amend- ame
ment ment ment ment
Percent | Per cent Percent | Percent

$475,000 “sass =t 8.24 | $7,050,000 38.33 25.75
$487,500 16.15 8,38 | $7,550,000 38. 44 27. 56
$500, 16. 65 8.50 | $8,030,000. 38.53 2.27
§512,000 17. 14 8.60 | $3,550,000. 38. 62 20.01
$525,000. .. 17.64 8.71 | $9,050,000 88.70 20.67
$537,500.... 18.13 8.81 | 30,6 .,o,mn 38.78 30, 37
550,000 18.61 8.00 | $10,050,000 38,82 31,00
£1,050,000 28,79 12.00 | $10,550,000 33.88 31.66

£1,550,000 = 32.41 14.25

550,000, gt IR+ B 3
$3,0£0,000. .. a1 18.55 | Mr. Chairman, with these two amendments and the rates
e ot 105 | clearly before us, our next inquiry will be, What is the com-
e s # % | parative revenue yield under each amendment? Again I
5,550,000 3788 2416 | present a table giving the computations of the staff of the

g 4 2% | Joint Committee on Internal Revenue:
Estate tar—Comparison of pield, under 1928 get, Lewis amendment and Ramseyer amendment
Lewis amendment— Ramseyer amendmant—
Estimat| | poyimated 1026 act -~ additional additional
Average net estate before exemption 1 bt:rwofu&- htg':l‘b;}zf_:i;‘ -
-tax
returng | emptions | Average | g | Aversss |y | AR |y

$70,000. 7,500 | 525, 000, 000 9 $275 |  $2,062, 500 $300 | §2 250,000
£120,000 £ 1,835 220, 200, 000 $200 $367,000|. 2125 3,899,375 2,700 4,054, 500
£170,000 850 144, 500, 000 900 785, 000 5,475 4,653,750 5,900 5, 015, 000
$240,000. 075 234, 000, 000, 2, 700 2, 632, 500 12,700 | 12,383, 500 10, 400 10, 140, 000
$380,000. = 755 2586, 000, 000 7, 700 5,813, 500 37,525 | 28,331,375 20, 600 16, 308, 000
£700,000. 658 460, 600, 00O 22,500 | 14, 805, 000 130,876 | 92,087, 750 47, 000 30, 926, 000
§1,200,000. 205 246, 000, 000 56,500 | 11,582 500 305,875 | 63,704,375 08, 000 20, 000, 000
§1,700,000. . 108 183, 600, 000 97,500 | 10, 530, 000 454, 87 50, 206, 500 155, 000 16, 740, 000
200,000 64 140, 500, 000 143, 500 | - 9,184, 000 618,875 | 39, 608, 000 217,000 13, BS8, 000
g,m.un 37| 99,900,000 194, 500 7,106,500 | 767,875 28,411,375 284, 000 10, 508, 000
,200,000. 14 44, 800, 000 250, 500 3, 507, 000 Q11,875 |~ 12,766,250 | 356,000 4, 984, 000
£3,700,000 16 59, 200, 000 311, 500 4,084,000 | 1,080,875 | 16,814, 000 433,000 | . 6,928 000
$4,400,000. 2 101, 200, 000 405:500 | 0,326,500 | 1,236,875 | 28,448, 125 549, 000 12, 627, 000
£5,400,000 12 64, 800, 000 548, 500 6,582,000 | 1,493,875 | 17,926, 500 740, 000 8, 880, 000
$6,400,000 8 51, 200, 000 701, 500 5,612,000 | 1,740,875 | 13,927,000 944, 000 7, 552, 000
e A A R A T e 7 51,800,000 [ 844, 500 6,051,500 | 1,977,875 | 11,867,250 | 1,158,000 8, 106, 000
400,000 i 5 42,000,000 | 1,087,500 5,187,500 | 2,204,875 | 11,024,375 | 1,382,000 6,910, 000
§9,400,000 ) 9 18,800,000 | 1, 220, 500 2,441,000 | 2 421,875 4,843,750 | 1,616,000 3, 232, 000
$10,000,000 15 156,000,000 | 1,413,500 |. . 21,202,500 | 2, 625,875 | 39,433,125 | 1,860,000 27, 900,
Total 3,131, 300,000. | - ocass- 7 217,934, 500
Yield under 1920 act SRS IR e L 770, 000 127, 770, 000
al tax paid by estates I Y2 T0000 |oc s b A T 345, 708, 500
Less cmdlf. for Smtu'mwmntcflm faxoll ol =i 102, 2ig',ooo ............ 102,216,000 |-ccceaeaaea. mz.iw.tm
Tnxfm'Federnl (40 L1 Sl et s ey Y S E o 3 25,554,000 |- oemianini. 500, 908, 875 |-ooroneuare- 243, 492, 500

1 Exemptions: Under 1926 act, smo.mo under Lewis amendment, 550,001} under Hamseyer amendment, $50,000.

It appears, Mr. Chairman, that assuming the conditions of
the basic wealth turnover of $3,131,300,000 in 1930, the yield
would be:

Present law - $127, 770, 000
Ramseyer amendment 945, 708, 500
Lewis amendment --- 609,124, 875

In effect the Ramseyer amendment, the assumed condi-
tions obtaining, would increase the revenue by $217,938,500,
while the Lewis amendment would increase the revenue by
$481,354,875. Of the need of the greater revenue there, un-
happily, is no doubt. Of the relative justice of these amend-
ments, I shall leave that question to other judges.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the House for the excep-
tional indulgence it has shown me in presenting a subject so
tedious in its statistical aspects.

In conclusion I am inserting data on the estate taxes levied
in the United Kingdom, France, and Germany compiled by
the Legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress,
also the amendment on estate taxation which has been the
subject of this discussion.

RATES OF AND REVENUE DERIVED FROM DEATH DUTIES IN GREAT
BRITAIN, FRANCE, AND GERMANTY

GREAT BRITAIN

The inheritance duties or death duties are seven in number, of
which three only are payable in connection with deaths occurring
at the present time, namely: -

(a) The estate duty, a duty payable with reference to the pass-
ing of property on death; and 4

LXXV—420

(b) The legacy duty and the succession duty, each of which is
& duty payable with reference to the acquisition of property by

beneficiaries. ,
1. Estate duty—scope

The estate dutf is an ad valorem graduated tax leviable upon
the net principal value of all property situate in Great Britain
which passes upon the death of any individual.

RATES

Small estates, of a gross valué of £300 or less, fixed duty (includ-
ing all other death dutles), 30 shillings
Between £300 and £500, fixed duty {Includlng all other death
duties), 50
Rate (per cent) of duty when death occurred after August 1, 1930,
where the net principal value of the estate is between (in
pounds sterling)—

100 and 500 1
500 and 1,000- Soni R
1,000 and 5,000-- e, SO 3
5,000 and 10,000 iy i €
10,000 and 12,500 5
TR000: B IO . . oo i i s i o im s 6
15,000 and 18,000 SV N
18,000 and 21,000-- 8
21,000 and 25,000 e )
25,000 and 30,000.__. ek 10
30,000 and 35,000 et 11
35,000 and 40,000 _ 12
40,000 and 45,000 13
45,000 and 50,000 S 14
50,000 and 55,000 15
55,000 and 65,000 16
65,000 and 75,000 17
75,000 and 85,000 18
85,000 and 100,000____ 19
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100,000 and 120,000 20
120,000 and 160,000 22
150,000 and 200,000 24

[

RECORD—HOUSE MARCH 22

Rate of duty
per cent
Husband or wife, child or lineal descendant of child, father

200,000 and 250,000 26 or mother or any lineal ancestor 1
250,000 and 300,000 28 | Brother or sister, lineal descendant of brother or sister__._.._. 5
300,000 and 400,000 30 | Any other person, including any related only by natural ties.. 10
%:% gg ggg.’g gg III. Revenue derived from death duties
600,000 and 800,000 gg Legacy and
800,000 and 1,000,000 Total death
1,000,000 and’ 1,250,000_- 40 Foen rom Taiute duty') mochsibel | 2" agties
1,250,000 and 1,500,000, 42
1,500,000 and 2,000,000 45
Over 2,000,000 .- 50 131?-}; mm*ﬁ s:a,g;slg ;':331{1_9335,1;%
1917-18_ T4, 55 , 735, 4
Where estate duty has become payable on any property consist- | jgi5-19 214000 | 5. oon 435 00, 021
ing of land or a business (other than a business carried on by a | 1919-20 36, 637, 708 6, 122, 269 42,750, 977
company) or any interest in land or such & business, and estate | 1020-21. 40, 613, 627 6, 567, 454 47, 181, 081
duty comes payable again within five years by reason of passing ig;—_ :%ig:gg "%'?‘?.3 %ﬁ-g’;
on the death of the person to whom the passed on the | [2270-- i oocost | TIsrees| 7 seaez
first death, the estate duty payable on the second death in respect | jgg. 95 50,514,243 | 8,403,046 | 58,017,330
of that property is to be reduced as follows: 1925-20_ - 52,861,205 | 8,469,195 | 61,330,400
192527 50,080,239 | 8,345,552 | © 67,431,791
Where second death occurs within— Per cent | 1927-23__ 68, 621, 319 8,363,275 70, 084, 624
1 year of first death by. 50 | 1923-29.. 72,231, 460 §, 703,153 80, 034, 013
2 years of first death by 40 | 1929-30. 60, 548, 208 9, 557,719 79, 106, 027
8 years of first death by. gg
4 years of first death by FRANCE

5 years of first death by. 10

but where the value of the property on the second death exceeds
the value on which duty was payable on the first death, the latter
value shall be substituted for the former for the purpose of caleu-
lating the duty on which the reduction is to be calculated.
(Finance act, 1914, sec. 15.)

II. Legacy duty and succession duty—Scope

Legacy duty Is a tax upon personal property under wills or
intestacles.

Succession duty is chargeable under every transfer on death by
which a person becomes gratultously entitled to property.

Rates

Relationship of the beneficiary (or of the person of nearer con-
sanguinity whom he or she has married) to the author of the
bounty:

Death duties are of two kinds, an Inheritance tax on the net
estate of the deceased (Droits de mutation par décés) and a suc-
cesslon or estate duty (taxe successorale). There is also levied a
tax on gifts inter vivos (mutations entre vifs & titre gratuit).

1. Taz on transfers at death

The principal tax on transfers at death of real or personal prop=
erty is an inheritance tax payable on the net share received by

each person.
2. Succession or estate duty

In all successions in which the deceased does not leave two
children, either living or represented, a progressive tax on the net
total capital of the estate is due in addition to the death duties.
This tax is a superimposition with the object of putting heavier
charges on bequests In small families,

In contrast to the death duties, succession duty does not depend
upon the degree of relationship and is not payable on the heredi-
tary share but on successive portions of the net total capital of
the succession.

I. Rates of inheritance tax (Droits de muiation par décis)
[Rates applicable to the fraction of the net share from]

Dot aiotlp | 18000 [ 15010 | Mo NencLin) smtuite| oo te |1 montio| 2mmon 0| oo to il O
. v L » 5 L3 'y L L
francs | fancs | francs | franes francs trancs s francs
Percent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percenl | Percent | Percent | Percent
Lineal descendant to first degree_ ... 120 2.40 3.60 4.80 6.60 9.00 10.20 11.40 12 60 13,80 15.00
Lineal descendant to second degree and -
between bushand and wife. ... ... 2.40 3.60 4.80 6. 00 7.80 9.60 10.80 12.00 13.20 14.40 15, 60
Lineal descendant beyond second degree. . 4.20 5.40 6. 60 7.80 9.00 10.20 11. 40 12.60 13.80 15.00 16.20
Lineal ascendant to first degres.........-.. 4.80 6.00 7.20 8.40 9.60 10. 80 12.00 13.20 14.40 15. 60 16. 80
Lineal ascendant to second degres and
beyond o 5.40 6.60 7.80 9. 00 10.20 1140 12.60 13.80 15.00 16.20 17.40
Between brothers and sisters_. . ______ 14.40 16.80 18.20 21. 60 24,00 20,40 28, 80 31,20 33, 60 36. 00 38,40
Between sunts, nephews, and
niecas 20.40 22.80 25.20 27, 60 30.00 32.40 34.80 37.20 39.60 42,00 4.4
Belween great-uncles or grandaunts and
grandnephews or grandnieces and first
ins____.. 26.40 23.80 31.20 33.60 36.00 338.40 40.80 43.20 45.60 48,00 50.40
Between relatives beyond the fourth de- |
gree and between persons not related.. .. 32.40 34.80 37.20 30.60 42.00 4.4 46.80 40.20 51.60 B4.00 56. 40

I1. Estate taz ‘(taxe successorale)
Number “ofmchﬂ-
v or
survived by is-
Fraction of value of estate included between— sue, left by de-
cedent
One None
Per cent | Per eent

1 and 2,000 L0 3.60
2,001 and 40,000__ 240 7.20
40,001 and 50,000. _ . 3.60 10.80
50,001 and 100,000 4.80 14.40
100,001 and 250,000 ___ 6.00 18.00
250,001 and 500,000 . _. 7.50 21.60
00,001 and 1,000,000 0.60 25.20
1,000,001 and 2,000,000 14. 40 28, 80
2,000,001 and 5,000,000 16.20 32. 40
5,000,001 and 10,000,000 . 18.00 36. 00
10,000,001 and 50,000,000 19.80 39. 60
L S nel

100, an ,000. . ;
Over 500,000,000 25,20 46.80

IIl. Taz on gifts inier vivos (mutations entre vifs a titre gratuit)
according to degree of relationship
In direct descending line:

Gifts distributed in accordance with sections 1075
and 1076 of the Civil Code! by the father and
mother, and other ascendants, among their chil-
dren If they are living or survived by issue—

More than two children
Two children
The descendants of an only child_ .-

Gifts by marriage contract® to descendants—

More than two children living or survived by

Per cent

Sam
888

Two children living or survived by issue... ... R
One child living or survived by issue 6.

1 Permits ascendants to distribute thelr present property among
descendants by giits inter vivos.

* Sec. 1082 of the Civil Code permits this form of gift which may
include all the property left by the donor at death. Such gifts, as
well as all others made at marriage, must be embodied in the
marriage contract in order to partake of the privileged character
of marriage gifts under French law. :

o
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In direct descending line—Continued. Per cent | Rate applicable to the net share taken ‘between—-con. Per cent
Other gifts— 10,001 and 50,000 francs 24.00
More than two children living or survived by 50,001 and 100,000 francs. 25.20
1 L e S RIS ] e A s S s e 6. 60 100,001 and 250,000 francs 26. 40
Two children living or survived by issue. 9.00 250,001 and 500,000 francs__ 27.60
One child living or survived by issue_ ... 11. 40 500,001 and 1,000,000 francs 28.80
In direct ascending line s 11.40 1,000,001 and 2,000,000 francs 30.00
Between husband and wife: 2,000,001 and 5,000,000 francs 81.20
By marriage contract 5.40 5,000,001 and 10,000,000 francs. 82.40
Otherwise— 10,000,001 and 50,000,000 francs 33. 60
More than two children living or survived by Over 50,000,000 francs..__._ 34.80
issue ARV 6. 60 1V. Net receipis derived jrom the death duties
Two children living or survived by issue__._.___. 9.00 i A
One child living or survived by issue.________. i;gg ol
No children vl . Year Qaift tax
Between brothers and sisters: Andiestats taxes
By marriage contract 18. 00
Otherwise 30.00 Francs Francs
Between uncles or aunts, and nephews and nieces: 1024 1,399, 352, 000 143, 839, 000
By marriage contract 24.00 | 1925 1, 450, 781, 000 1£6, 575, 000
Otherwise 86.00 | 1826 . 653, 202, 000 161, £25, 000
Between great-uncles or great-aunts, and grandnephews 1627 1,040, 449, 518 139, 714, 000
; 1028 2,179,201, 976 152, 839, 000
or great-nieces, and between cousins: 1629 2727050210 | 1205, 744000
By marriage contract, 30.00 | 1930 _| 2,380, 705, 066 2 145, 635, 000
Otherwine- oo Ll qao ey 42.00 | 1931 TN BT
Between relatives more distant than the fourth degree
and between nonrelatives: 115month
period, Jan. 1, 1020-Mar. 31, 1630.
By marriage contract. 36.00 | 1 Pisceal Mar. 31, 1031,
Otherv e 48,00 year ended Mar. 31, 163
GERMANY
Citle Juiek ¥ives Imads o SObUS GEADHRLECS, OSher L puan The German death duties include a tax on inheritance, gifts
charitable institutions or hospitals are taxed at the special rate inter vivos, and gifts restrl b NP ot
of 21.60 per cent. However, gifts and legacles made to depart- : cled by epec 7
ments or communes for the special benefit of charitable, etc., 1. Taz on inheritances
institutions are taxed at the rate of 10.80 per cent. This tax is Imposed -
p on the individual share received by the
Gifts and legacles made to departments, communes, or public | peir gt rates graduated according to the amount, and aooosr'd.lng
establishments other than those to which the rate of 10.80 per
to the degree of relationship to the decedent.
cent applies are taxed at the following rates: 5
Rate applicable to the net share taken between— Per cent - Taz on giits. inter vivos
1 and 2,000 francs 21. 60 This tax is imposed on gifts between the living and is due by
2,001 and 10,000 francs 22,80 | the donor as of the date of transfer of the gift.
Rales
[Rate appllmbh to the fraction of the net share taken batween]
1,000~ | 10,000- | 20,000- | 20,000~ | 40,000- | 50,000~ | 100,000~ | 150,000~ | 200,000~ | 200,000- | 400,000~
Class Degree of relationship 10,000 | 20,000 | 20,000 | 40,000 | 50,000 | 100,000 | 150,000 | 200,000 | 300,000 | 400,000 | 500,000
marks | marks | marks | marks | marks | marks | merks | marks | marks | marks | marks
I | Hushand and wife,! children, adopted children,
stepohl]dmn and illegitimate children hav-
lasgnl gomtum of legitimate children | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per ceni | Per cent
thefthes oo oo 2 2.5 3 3.5 1 45 5 55 6.5 7
I Dewandlmts of abova. except husband and
wife; descendants of adopted children only
if terms of ado E:rlon extend to descendants___ 4 5 [ 7 B 9 10 1 12 13 14
III | Parents, stepfat! stepmothar. brothers, sis-
ters, and balf brothers and sisters............ (i 7.5 9 10.5 12 13.5 15 18.5 18 10.5 21
Iv Orandpn.m:lts, and more motn ancesters,
descendants in the ﬂrst degree of brothers
and  sisters, [ather-in-law, molber-in-law,
sons-in-law, daughters-in-law_______._____._.| 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 4 26 o5
V' | All others not specially provided for.......... 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 80 32 3
500,000~ | 600,000~ | 700,000~ | 800,000~ | 900,000~ | 1,000,000~ 4,000,000~ 4,000,000 6,000,000 8,000,000
Class Degree of relationship 600,000 | 700,000 | 800,000 | 900,000 1,000,000 | 2,000,000 | 2,000,000 | 6,000,000 | 8,000,000 |10,000,000 1&%
marks | marks | marks | marks | marks | marks | marks marks | marks
1 | Hushand and wife,! ehildren, adopted children,
stepebil and ﬂjositimate children hav
ing the lega gusltlon of legitimate children | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent | Per cent
or reeogmud hofather: . o 7.5 8 8.5 9 0.5 10 1 12 13 14 15
I dants of above. except busband and
wih descendants of adopted children only '
if terms of adoption extend to descendants... 15 16 17 18 19 20 2 2 2 b2 %
I11 | Parents, stepfather, stepmother, brothers, sis-
ters, and half brothers and sisters. ... ......-. 2.5 24 25.5 b1} 2.5 30 32 34 36 8 40
IV | Grandparents, and more remote ancestors,
descendants in the first degree of hrothm
and sisters, father-in-law, mother-in-law, =
sons-in-law, daughters-in-1aw. . ...cccoooees 30 a2 3 36 38 40 42 44 40 48 50
V | All others not specially provided for.._ ... 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 61 b &7 60

i Husband and wife are exempt from tax, if, when the tax falls due, thera are living: (a) Children; persons in 1 tion of legitimate children; (¢) adopted chil-
dren; (d) or descendants of (a) and (b); descendants of (c), if terms of sdoption extended to descendants, g0 i - et

Note.—1 ns In Class I or IT
years and on which the tax was pald in co
division took place between 5 and 10 years,

uire by right of succession from persons in

nformity with the present law, the tax on the said property

t5
tha

the same ¢! which was divided by reason of decease within the

sg:.lnl be reduced by half; the tax shall be radoced by one-fourth

Net receipts from death duties
bt ) Relthemarks | ures expressing the rates. The attention of the nonexpert
%%3‘%522 ‘%’ﬁ% ?s }nvited to the lack of clarity and misleading character-
1925-29 73 531 501 | istics of the forms used.
}w ______ %g&% Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

Mr. LEWIS. The form of the Ramseyer amendment is the
same as the amendment which follows except as to the fig-

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LEws: Page 189, strike out lines 8
to 14, both inclusive, and in leu thereof insert the following:

“(a) In addition to the estate tax imposed by section 301 (a)
of the revenue act of 1926, there is hereby imposed upon the
transfer of the net estate of every decedent dying after the enact-
ment of this act, whether a resident or nonresident of the United
States, an additional tax equal to the excess of—

*“(1) The amount of a tenfative tax computed under subsection
(b) of this section over

“(2) The amount of the tax imposed by section 301 (a) of the
revenue act of 1926, eomputed without regard to the provisions
of this title.

*“{b) The tentative tax referred to in subsection (a) (1) of this
section shall equal the sum of the following percentages of the
value of the net estate:

“ Upon net estates not in excess of £12,500, 1 per cent.

“$1256 upon net estates of $12,500; and upon net estates in
excess of §12,600 and not in excess of $25,000, 2 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

" $375 upon net estates of $25,000; and upon net estates In
excess of $25,000 and not in excess of §37,500, 8 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“ 8750 upon net estates of $37,500; and upon net estates in
excess of $37,5600 and not in excess of $50,000, 4 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“ $1,250 upon net estates of $50,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $50,000 and not in excess of $62,600, 5 per cent In addi-
tion of such excess,

“$1,8756 upon net estates of $62,500; and net estates in
excess of $62,500 and not in excess of $75,000, 6 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

" $2,265 upon net estates of $75,000; and upon net estates in
excess of §75,000 and not in excess of $87,600, T per cent In addi-
tion of such excess.

“ $3,500 upon net estates of $87,500; and upon net estates in
excess of 87,500 and not in excess of $100,000, 8 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

 $4,600 upon net estates of $100,000; and upon pet estates In
excess of $100,000 and not in excess of $112,5600, 9 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

““$5625 upon net estates of $112,500; and upon net estates
excess of $112,500 and not in excess of $125,000, 10 per cent
addition of such excess. :

“ $6,875 upon net estates of $125,000; and upon net estates
excess of $125,000 and not in excess of $137,500, 11 per cent
addition of such excess.

*“ $8,250 upon net estates of $137,500; and upon net estates
excess of $137,500 and not in excess of $150,000, 12 per cent
addition of such excess.

“$9,750 upon net estates of £150,000;
excess of $150,000' and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $11,3756 upon net estates of $162,500;
excess of $162,500 and not In excess of
additlon of such excess.

*$13,125 upon net estates of $175,000;
excess of $175,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess,

*$15,000 upon net estates of 8187,500;
excess of $187,600 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

** $17,000 upon net estates of $200,000;
excess of $200,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

219,125 upon net estates of $212,500;
excess of $212,5600 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $21,375 upon net estates of $225,000;
excess of $225,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess..

“ 823,750 upon net estates of $237,600;
excess of $237,500 and not In excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $26,500 upon net estates of $250,000;
excess of £250,000 and not In excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $28.875 upon net estates of $262,5600;
excess of $262,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $31,625 upon net estates of $275,000;
excess of $275,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

34 500 upon net estates of $287,500;
excess of $287,600 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $37,5600 upon net estates of $300,000;
excess of $300,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* 840,625 upon net estates of $312,500;
excess of $312,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* 43,875 upon net estates of $325,000; and upon net estates
excess of $325,000 and not in excess of $337,600, 27 per cent
addition of such excess.

and upon net estates
$162,600, 13 per cent

and upon net estates
$175,000, 14 per cent

and upon net estates
$187,600, 156 per cent

B8 BH BE BE BEE BE

and upon net estates
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* 847,250 upon net estates of $337,500;
excess of $337,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $50,750 upon net estates of $350,000;
excess of $350,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess,

* $54,375 upon net estates of $362,000;
excess of $362,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* 58,125 upon net estates of $375,000;
excess of £375,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

“ £62,000 upon net estates of $387,500;
excess of £387,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess. -

“ $66,000 upon net estates of $400,000;
excess of $400,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

' §70,125 upon net estates of $412,500;
excess of $412,500 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

" $74,375 upon net estates of $425,000;
excess of $425,000 and not in excess of
addition of such excess.

* $78,500 upon net estates of $437,500;
excess of $437,500 and not In excess of
addition of such excess.

“ $83,250 upon net estates of $450,000;
excess of $450,000 and not in excess of $462,500, 37 per cent
addition of such excess.

* $87,875 upon net estates of $462,500; and upon net estates in
excess of £462,500 and not in excess of §475,000, 38 per cent.

*$92,625 upon net estates of £475,000; and upon net estates Iin
excess of $475,000 and not in excess of $500,000, 389 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* $102,3756 upon net estates of $500.000; and upon net estates in
excess of $500,000, 40 per cent in addition of such excess.

“{¢) For the purposes of this section the value of the net estate
ghall be determined as provided in Title III of the revenue act of
1926, as amended, except that in lleu of the exemption of $100,000
g:ovisddegmm section 303 (a) (4) of such act, the exemption shall

‘ ) ‘“

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers a
substitute, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute offered by Mr. Ramsever for the Lewis amendment:
Page 189, strike out lines 8 to 14, both inclusive, and in lieu thereof
insert the following:

“(a) In addition to the estate tax imposed by section 301 (a)
of the revenue act of 1926, there {s hereby imposed upon the
transfer of the net estate of every decedent dying after the enact-
ment of this act, whether a resident or nonresident of the United
States, an additional tax equal to the excess of—

“(1) The amount of a fentative tax computed under subsection
(b) of this section, over

“(2) The amount of the tax imposed by section 301 (a) of the
ment}x; act of 1926, computed without regard to the provisions of

s e.

*(b) The tentative tax referred to in subsection (a) (1) of this
section shall equal the sum of the following percentages of the
value of the net estate:

“ Upon net estates not in excess of $10,000, 1 per cent.

* $100 upon net estates of $10,000; and upon net estates in excess
of £10,000 and not in excess of $20,000, 2 per cent in addition of
such excess.

“ 8300 upon net estates of $20,000; and upon net estates in excess
of $20,000 and not in excess of $30,000, 8 per cent in addition of
such excess.

* $600 upon net estates of $30,000; and upon net estates in excess
of §30,000 and not in excess of $40,000, 4 per cent in addition of
such excess.

*$1,000 upon net estates of $40,000; and upon net estales in
excess of $40,000 and not in excess of $50,000, 5 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess,

*$1,600 upon net estates of $50,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $50,000 and not in excess of $100,000, 7 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

“ $5,000 upon net estates of $100,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $100,000 and not in excess of $200,000, 9 per cent in addi-
tion of such excess.

* $14,000 upon net estates of $200,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $200,000 and not in excess of $400,000, 11 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“ $36,000 upon net estates of $400,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $400,000 and not in excess of $600,000, 13 per cent in
addition of such excess.

“ $62,000 upon net estates of $600,000; and upon net estates in
excess of $600,000 and not in excess of $800,000, 15 per cent in
addition of such excess.

* $92,000 upon net estates of $800,000; and upon net estates In
excess of $800,000 and not in excess of $1,000,000, 17 per cent in
addition of such excess. ;

* $126,000 upon net estates of $1,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $1,000,000 and not in excess of $1,500,000, 19 per cent
in addition of such excess.

$350,000, 28 per cent

and upon net estates
$362,500, 29 per cent

and upon net estates
$375,000, 30 per cent

and upon net estates
$387,600, 81 per cent

and upon net estates
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. *“$221,000 upon net estates of $1,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of £1,500,000 and not in excess of $2,000,000, 21 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $326,000 upon net estates of $2,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $2,000,000 and not in excess of 2,500,000, 23 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $441,000 upon net estates of $2,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $2,500,000 and not in excess of $3,000,000, 25 per cent
in addition of such excess,

* $566,000 upon net estates of $3,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $3,000,000 and not in excess of $3,600,000, 27 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ §701,000 upon net estates of $3,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of §3,500,000 and not in excess of $4,000,000, 29 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $846,000 upon net estates of $4,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,000,000 and not in excess of $4,500,000, 31 per cent
in addition of such excess,

“ 1,001,000 upon net estates of $4,500,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $4,600,000 and not in excess of $5,000,000, 33 per cent
in addition of such excess.

* $1,166,000 upon net estates of $5,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $5,000,000 and not In excess of $6,000,000, 35 per cent
in addition of such excess.

*“$1,516,000 upon net estates of $6,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $6,000,000 and not in excess of §7,000,000, 37 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $1,886,000 upon net estates of §7,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $7,000,000 and not in excess of $8,000,000, 39 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $2,276,000 upon net estates of $8,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of £8,000,000 and not in excess of $9,000,000, 41 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $2,686,000 upon net estates of £9,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $9,000,000 and not in excess of §10,000,000, 43 per cent
in addition of such excess.

“ $3,116,000 upon net estates of $10,000,000; and upon net estates
in excess of $10,000,000, in addition 45 per cent of such excess.

“(c) For the purposes of this section, the value of the net estate
shall be determined as provided in Title III of the revenue act of
1926, as amended, except that in lieu of the exemption of $100,000
provided in section 303 (a) (4) of such act, the exemption shall be
mlm.u

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant subject. It is a little difficult to speak under the
b-minute rule, and in order to have time to explain just
what the situation is and to use the blackboard before us,
I ask unanimous consent that I may proceed for 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Buaxp). The gentleman from Iowa
asks unanimous consent to proceed for 20 minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I have been in this
estate-tax fight ever since the war. I have urged increases
in this form of taxation. I have never urged confiscatory
rates, but I have insisted on rates that would be productive
of revenue.

I never thought I would live to see the day when I would
have to get up on the floor of the House and advise caution
against unreasonable increases in estate tax rates. There
is such a thing gs going to excess on anything. If you go
to excess now you get a reaction later.

I was through the fight in 1924, when we increased the
estate-tax rates. The country at that time was not pre-
pared for those increases, with the result that when the
revenue bill was up in 1926 we almost lost the estate tax
altogether.

To make the estate fax productive of revenue—and I
want to see this source of revenue_more productive than it
now is—you have got to develop it gradually. The British
probably have had more success with the development of
estate taxes and making them productive of revenue than
any other people.

Before I go further I wish to say for your information
that the amendment which I offered is printed in the Coxn-
GRESSIONAL REcorp for March 12 and can be found on page
5897. I hope to proceed for a while without interruption
and after that I will gladly yield for relevant questions.

The British started in on estate taxes a good while before
the war. The British brackets notwithstanding many
changes and increases in rates are much the same now as
they were in 1894,
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In 1894 their estate-tax rates ran from 1 per cent in the
first bracket over the exemption fo 8 per cent in the bracket
of $10,000,000 and over. The next time they amended these
rates was in 1907. They took the same brackets they had
and increased the rates. They ran from 1 per cent to 15 per
cent, In 1909 they again increased their estate-tax rates.
They adopted the same brackets and they ran from 1 per
cent to 15 per cent, increasing more in between. In 1914
they revised the estate taxes upward, from 1 per cent to 20
per cent. In 1919, with the same brackets, they went from
1 per cent to 40 per cent. In 1925 they again revised their
estate-tax rates, retaining the same brackets, and their
brackets are a good deal the same as our brackets. They in-
creased the rates between the minimum and the maximum.
In 1930—that is, two years ago—sticking to the same
brackets, they increased the rate from 1 per cent to 50 per
cent; that is, the maximum British rate now is 50 per cent
on that part of an estate over $10,000,000. The minimum is
1 per cent. The British only have an exemption of £100, or
about $500. Then they start with 1 per cent.

_ Now, under our existing law we have an exemption of
$100,000. Under the law prior to 1926 our exemption was
$50,000. In the substitute I offer I go back to the $50,000
exemption and then graduate the rates from 1 per cent on
the first $10,000 over the $50,000 exemption to 45 per cent
upon the net estate in excess of $10,000,000.

I want to give you a picture of how the rates run under
the present law. Here is the base line [illustrating on black
board] and over here you will see is $10,000,000. That is the
top bracket. Our present law runs from 1 per cent to 20 per
cent, and the rates run up gradually like that [indicating].
Under our income tax law our rates swing upward more and
then go out horizontally.

The committee proposes to double the rates in the present
bill and they start with 2 per cent. The line has a gradual
upward trend. This is 20 per cent maximum and this is 40
per cent maximum carried in the bill [indicating].

The rates I propose are more along the line of the British
rates; that is, there is an upward curve so as fo impose a
little more weight on the intermediate estates, because there
is where you have the large volume of property that devolves
on account of the death of the owners.

The rates I propose start with 1 per cent over $50,000 and -
go more in this order [indicating]l. Mind you, that begin-
ning with an exemption of $50,000 the brackets of my amend-
ment follow very much the brackets of existing law; that is,
the maximum rate of 45 per cent applies to that portion of
the estate over $10,000,000.

The gentleman from Maryland proposes a schedule of
rates that looks something more like this and then straight
over like that [indicating]. He does not propose a gradual
upward trend but a steep upward movement until he gets to
$500,000, when he applies 40 per cent rate to all above that
amount. That is, on a $1,000,000 estate the part over
$500,000 would have a rate burden just as great as the rate
burden imposed on a $25,000,000 estate; that is, 40 per cent
all the way through.

I am here speaking in the interest of developing the
estate tax so as to make it productive of revenue.

The rates I have adopted were written, as they were read
to you, after conferring with persons who have had experi-
ence in administering the estate-tax laws. I doubt whether
the gentleman from Maryland, in preparing his amendment,
conferred with men experienced in administering the estate
tax law. I had experts prepare the amendment I have
offered. I asked them to prepare an amendment which
would yield, as nearly as they could figure it, $500,000,000.

Now, let me make it clear to you that the amendment I
offer does not affect the existing law. It is not put over on
top of the. existing law. It specifically provides that the
amount the States are entitled to under existing law re-
mains undisturbed. The rates that are in my amendment
are the maximum rates that would be imposed on any
estate. To figure out what the estate would have to pay,
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you would first figure with my rates and then to find out
what a State is entitled to retain under the 80 per cent
provision, you figure out what the State would be entitled
to under existing law and subtract that from the amount
that the tax would amount to under my amendment. So the
rights of the States to a part of the estate tax under exist-
ing law will under my amendment remain undisturbed.
That is, the State’s participation in estate taxes is neither
enlarged nor diminished but will be in the future the same
as it has been since 1926.

Mr. RAGON. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas, a member of the committee.

Mr. RAGON. As we have treated the amendment in the
bill, we have treated the increase as a supertax and the
States do not participate in that in any way. I do not think
the gentleman has made it clear whether the States will par-
ticipate in his supertax or not.

Mr. RAMSEYER. They do not.

Mr. RAGON. They only participate in the tax that is
levied at present.

Mr. RAMSEYER, That is it exactly, and that part is not
disturbed at all.

Now, let me make this clear again. I can not stop here to
write all this out, but Figure 1 here [indicating on the black-
board] is a line which indicates the existing law; Figure 2
is the line or the step-up in the bill; Figure 3 is a line of
the step-up under my amendment; and Figure 4 illustrates
the line or step-up of the amendment of the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. LEwis].

Each year since the war, except last year, when I did not
have time to do so, I have read the report of the British
Chancellor of the Exchequer. This in itself is a liberal edu-
cation in public finance, and I have followed especially with
interest their estate-tax law development. i

In Great Britain there has been nothing radical about the
development of their estate taxes; in fact, nearly every in-
crease that has been proposed and put on has come when
the Conservatives of Great Britain were in power. I am not
proposing to you anything radical. I am proposing to you
something that is just, I am proposing to you something
whereby you can get revenue according to capacity to pay,
and it is a source of possible revenue that in my opinion
has barely been tapped. What I am asking you to do to-day
is to take a logical step forward and, maybe, some time in
the future, other steps can be taken.

Now, as to the British rates. When I prepared this
amendment I did not have the British rates before me, but
since the amendment has been published in the Concres-
sionaL Recorp I have had access to the latest British rates.
Of course, the British exempt only $500. We, in this amend-
ment, exempt $50,000. The British rates run from 2 per
cent to 5 per cent higher than my rates, but the British
line is a good deal like this No. 3 which I have drawn on
the blackboard to illustrate the rates I have proposed. The
British maximum rate on that portion of the estate over
$10,000,000 is 50 per cent, whereas my proposal is 45 per
cent.

I think I have made plain to you just what the different
proposals before the House amount to. No. 2 is what you
see in the bill, No. 3 is my own amendment, and No. 4
is the amendment of the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. For a question; yes.

Mr. RANKIN. How much will the gentleman’s amend-
ment yield over and above what the present bill would
yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, remember that any increase
to become productive will take probably two years.

Mr. RANKIN. I understand that. I am not talking about
the time, but the yield.

Mr. RAMSEYER. When this becomes productive it will
probably yield between $500,000,000 and $600,000,000. The
committee proposal, I understand, will yield, when it be-
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comes productive, something like $300,000,000. So the dif-
ference would be two or three hundred million dollars, and
it is made on the intermediate brackets, where the burden is
a little heavier than that proposed by the committee.

Mr. SIROVICH, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. For a question; yes.

Mr. SIROVICH. No. 3 represents the gentleman’s amend-
ment, is that right?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. SIROVICH. And it resembles the British form of
taxation?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. SIROVICH. And the British form of taxation brings
out £80,000,000 a year for 40,000,000 people,
mngt RAMSEYER. I know what the gentleman is driv-

at.

Mr. SIROVICH. Why is it that the gentleman’s plan with
120,000,000 people will only bring $500,000,000?

Mr. RAMSEYER. For this reason—the great bulk of the
property that devolves is in smaller estates. If we would
tax as heavily as the Brifish do small estates, exempting
only $500, we would probably get from three to four times
as much revenue from this tax as the British do. The dif-
ference is in that our exemption is higher.

Mr. REED of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. REED of New York. There was a little confusion,
and I did not get clearly this point. Do the States sbare
under the gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I can assure the gentleman that under
my amendment the part that the States get now will not be
affected at all.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. That is to say, they will
get no more.

Mr. RAMSEYER. They will continue to get just what
they have been getting under existing law since 1926.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, The States will get what
they are getting now, and any possibility of their going fur-
ther and getting more from estates will be limited as the
United States rates go higher.

Mr. RAMSEYER. The United States rates are higher be-
cause of the need of the Federal Treasury.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 10 minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. For a question.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman has evidenced his pur-
pose of raising the rates. May I ask the gentleman whether
or not, if his amendment should be defeategd, would he then
support the Lewis amendment?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am not in favor of the Lewis amend-
ment. :

Mr. BLANTON. I wanted to see if he can not go along
with these who favor a raise if the committee does go along
with him.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Let us take one amendment at a
time. .

Mr. BLANTON. I only wanted to see how far we could
go with the gentleman on his proposition.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I did not yield for that question. I
want to dispose of this first.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Has the gentleman had any esti-
mafe of the Treasury as to what his amendment would
produce?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have had the estimate of an expert,
not connected with thie Treasury, that it will yield at least
$500,000,000.
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. Mr. WHITTINGTON. But the gentleman has not asked
the Treasury for an estimate?

Mr. RAMSEYER. No; I have not.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield.

- Mr., STRONG of Kansas. The amount of this tax must
be collected in cash. But suppose an estate has no cash,
that its assets are in business, and so forth. What length of
time does the gentleman give for the payment of the tax?

Mr. RAMSEYER. My amendment would not affect the
administrative provisions of the law. I always have been in
favor myself of liberal administrative provisions, to give the
estates plenty of time to settle up so they will not be hurried
or crowded in settling up at a loss.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Ought there not be some pro-
vision for that in the bill?

Mr. RAMSEYER. That comes later on:

Mr. WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman from Iowa yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. I yield fo the gentleman.

Mr. WOODRUFF. There has heen considerable con-
fusion around here, and I did not get all the responses of
the gentleman to the questions propounded to him. The
committee bill will raise a certain amount of money.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I understand something like $250,-
000,000 or $300,000,000.

Mr. WOODRUFF. And how much additional will the
gentleman’s proposition raise?

Mr. RAMSEYER. About $200,000,000 or $300,000,000
more.

Mr. CAVICCHIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. CAVICCHIA. Some States levy a tax as high as 14
per cent, which is in addition to the gentleman's amend-
ment.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Certainly. That is taken care of under
existing law, This does not in one iota affect the present
relationship between the States and the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. CAVICCHIA. That was not my question. Some of
the States collect plus 14 per cent maximum—

Mr, RAMSEYER. And that 14 per cent is deducted under
the provisions of existing law. The provisions of existing
law are not changed by my proposition for increasing the
rates.

Mr. CAVICCHIA. My question is, Has the gentleman con-
sidered the addition of his tax to the 14 plus per cent tax
now paid in certain States under existing law?

Mr. RAMSEYER. My dear sir, seven or eight years ago
I made an exkaustive study of the inheritance tax laws of
every State, and if the gentleman had been here—
~ Mr, CAVICCHIA. I am sorry to say I was not here.

Mr. RAMSEYER. He would have heard me speak on
State inheritance tax laws. I have studied State laws: yes.

Mr. CAVICCHIA. And your conclusion is that with the
tax you are proposing now and the tax now paid to the
States it is less than the English tax?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Oh, certainly; no question about that,

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. McCKEOWN. Does the gentleman propose to offer an
amendment to the gift-tax section?

Mr. RAMSEYER. No. The gift tax should be lower than
the estate tax. Heretofore I have always stood for a gift tax.
I thought it was a mistake in 1924 to put the gift-tax rates
as high as in the estate-tax rates. There is such a thing
as going too high on gift-tax rates, thereby rendering them
unproductive. The same rule applies fo income taxes. You
can not, by merely writing high rates on incomes, collect a
lot of money. That is, you will reach the point of diminish-
ing returns. With estate taxes it is different; the law of
diminishing returns does not apply. It is a matter of judg-
ment. We do not want excessive rates, but we want reason-
able rates, productive of large revenue, -
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Mr. McKEOWN. The gentléeman knows that in a dissent-
ing opinion in the Supreme Court yesterday it cited mil-
lions of dollars that have escaped us through the gift tax.

Mr. RAMSEYER. We have a gift tax in this bill, and I
am for it. The only question the gentleman raised was
whether I proposed to offer an amendment to increase the
gift tax, and I answered that I did not.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. I would like to say in answer to what the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrownN] said that the
Supreme Court merely decided that the provision of law that
gifts made within two years of death were presumed to be
made in contemplation of death is unconstitutional. The
Supreme Court has decided that Congress can pass a gift
tax to take effect from the date of the passage and not be
retroactive., That decision yesterday in no way aﬂected the
validity of the gift tax as set out in the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What is the minimum amount
not subject to tax under the gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. RAMSEYER. PFifty thousand dollars net.

Mr. McGUGIN. If I understand the gentleman’s amend-
ment correctly, it is an additional and further tax to the
tax now in existence under the revenue act of 1926.

Mr. RAMSEYER. If is an increase of that tax, but the
rates of my amendment are not superimposed on existing
rates.

Mr. McGUGIN. Under the tax as it now exists, the rate
runs from 1 per cent to 20.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. McGUGIN. The gentleman's rate does not increase
the maximum at the top from 45 to 65 or at the bottom.

Mr. RAMSEYER. No.

Mr. HAWLEY. In any bracket of the gentlemans pro-
posal, the amount he states is the total tax to be paid.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Up to that bracket; yes.

Mr, WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes.

Mr. WOLVERTON. I am in sympathy with the amend-
ment you have proposed. You have indicated an interest
in the administrative features of the present law relating
to the collection of estate taxes so that the manner of such
collection would not work an undue hardship or loss. Has
the committee, in increasing the rates, taken that into con-
sideration in this bill?

Mr. RAMSEYER. There has been no change in the ad-
ministrative provisions.

Mr. SIROVICH. MTr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAMSEYER. Just for one question.

Mr. SIROVICH. I think the whole House is interested in
one matfer which the gentleman can explain, and that is
the difference between the gentleman’s amendment which
is No. 3, and Mr. Lewis's, which is No. 4. They both show
that you can raise $500,000,000.

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. If enough people die.

Mr, SIROVICH. But the difference between the gentle-
man’s amendment and the Lewis amendment is that between
£50,000 and $500,000 the gentleman’s proposal is more grad-
ual, while his is a greater jump.

Mr, RAMSEYER. I do not know where the gentleman
from Maryland got his figures. I submitted my rates to
experts, and they estimated about $500,000,000 annually
would be collected.

Mr, SIROVICH. He says the same with his.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I think he said $600,000,000 additional.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the genfleman from Iowa
has again expired.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I submit the following table of rates,
which are self-explanatory:




Estate tar—Compearison of rates -
1 Present | Bill British
v Per ceni | Per cenl | Per cent | Per cent

0-42,500___ 1 1 2 1
$2,500-85,000._ 1 1 2 2
s IR E
£20/000-25.000 ; 1 ; 3
$25,000-£30,000. 3 1 2 4
$30,000-840,000. 4 1 2 4
$40,000-$50,000. 5 1 2 4
$50,000-$62, 500. T » 4 ]
$62,500-575,000. T 2 4 (]
$75,000-$90,000. 7 2 4 7
$90,000-8100,000 7 2 4 8
£100,600-5105,000. 9 ] 6 8
£105,000-8125,000 9 3 6 0
$125,000-$150,000 9 8 6 10
£150,000-$175,000 9 3 [ 1
$175,000-£200,000. 9 3 6 12
$200,000-$225,000. 11 4 8 13
$225,000-£250,000 11 4 8 14
$250,000-$275,000. 11 4 8 15
£275,000-$325,000. 11 4 8 16
£325,000-£375,000 11 4 8 17
£375,000-3400,000 1 4 8 18

, 000-$425,000. 13 5 10 18
$425,000-£500,000. 13 5 10 19
£500,000-£500,000. 13 5 10 20
$600,000-$720,000. 15 6 12 »
$750,000-3800,000_____ i i .. 15 6 12 24
$800,000-81,000,000_ _________.._ ... 17 7 14 24
$1,000,000-$1,250,000. .~ ... 19 8 18 2
$1,250,000-#1,500,000. . . 19 8 18 28
$1,500,000-£2,000,000 __ 21 [ 18 30
§2,000,000-82,500,000 . - - - eoeoomeaee z 10 20
$2,500,000-83,000,000_ - - e nimaeienaame 25 11 n 34
£3,000,000-£3,500,000 27 12 24 36
43, 500,000-£4,000,000 . __ 20 13 28 ]
£4,000,000-84,500,000 . _ 31 14 28 39
$4,500,000-25,000,000_ _ 33 14 23 a8
£5,000,000-85,000,000__ 35 15 30 40
£6,000,000-$6,250,000. - - 87 16 a2 40
£6,250,000-87,000,000 . . _ 87 16 £} 42
§7,600,000-57,500,000_ _ .. 39 17 M 42
£7,500,000-£8,000,000. ... 30 17 3 45
$8,000,000-89,000,000_ _ . 41 18 36 45
$9,000,000-$10,000,000_— - ———— .| 43 18 38 45
Over $10,009,000. 45 20 40 50

1 Under Ramseyer amendment, $30,000; existing law, $100,000; bill, $100,000,

British deduction, $500.

Italic indicates brackets of Ramseyer amendment.

Sterling converted at $5 for £1.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I desire to
be heard in opposition to the amendment.

- I ask unanimous consent that I may proceed for 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman,la.sked
that this blackboard be left in the well of the House for a
moment in order that I might call attention to something
that is quite accidental. The distinguished gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. Ramsever] brought in this blackboard in order
to make a diagram which shows four different methods of
taking wealth away from the deceased.

The gentleman happened to bring in a board which had
on it these pictures, which were used by the distinguished
Member from Florida [Mrs. Owens] to show the beauties of
the proposed Everglades National Park, which, by the way,
will be a charge, sooner or later, on the Federal Government,
See the pictures. They have served her purpose. Now they
will serve ours. See the beautiful fernlike frees. See the
pretty birds, flying against the hazy blue sky. Why, these
seem to be pictures of Elysium; almost a portrayal of Utopia,
and the perfect state where there shall be no taxes, no
riches, aye, no government—the ultimate outlined in all of
the socialist textbooks, from those of Marx and Engels down
fo Henry George, but mostly in Marx’s heavy volumes—
Das Kapital. While I can not hope to outline to you Karl
Marx’s theories as they have been developed to fruition, and
are now being carried on in many European countries, if you
will read this book, the Terror of Europe, written this year,
you will understand what I am driving at.

Mr. KELLER. Written by whom?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. By H. Hessell Tiliman,
author of J. Ramsay MacDonald, and other volumes, and
written from facts, not theories, and not filled with guesses
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or predictions, you will get the last word about Stalin, Rus-
sia’s “ Man of Steel,” the communist dictator of the Union
of Socialist Soviet Republics. And about Italy, Hungary,
Yugoslavia, the Polish Ukraine, the little “ Liberia ” in Italy,
the forced labor camps of northern Russia, and so on. You
will get the communistic trend, and the death and destruc-
tion of its wake.

I have not the time to tell you, but I can make the sug-
gestion thaf, as far as I can see, the best thing that the
Members of this Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, in consideration of this tax bill can do at
this time will be fo vote for the Ramseyer substitute for the
Lewis amendment, on the ground that the Ramseyer substi-
tute is less socialistic.

Mr. LEWIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. In just a moment.

Then you will have a chance, if you so vote, to fall in
behind your Ways and Means Committee of 25 Members,
who have labored hard in good faith, under extreme difficul-
ties, to bring out a bill that will raise some revenue. If
we are going to follow mere dreams, let us all be dead sure
that we know what we are doing and where we are going.

I now yield to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr, LEWIS. I have never been conscious, in discussions
in this House, passionate though the discussions sometimes
began, of throwing an epitaph——

]i!g. tJOHNSON of Washington. Not an epitaph, but an
ep! et.

Mr. LEWIS. At any other Member of this House, such as
the gentleman has just thrown at me, and I want to let
the gentleman from California—— .
inémt.o' JOHNSON of Washington. Not California, but Wash-

.
]mM.r LEWIS. To let the gentleman from Washington now

OW—

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Let us be fair about it.

Mr. LEWIS, Will the gentleman wait until I am through?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Well, really, I can nof
wait. I am making this particular speech. It is my time.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, the regular
order,

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. LEWIS. I want to let the gentleman from Washing-
ton know that perhaps he has failed to draw my size in this
discussion and has only exposed his own.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Well, be that as it may,
Mr. Chairman, I said I believed that one amendment pro-
posed as a substitute for this amendment was less socialistic
than the other, If that is an epitaph or an epithet
(laughter) it seems to have stung and cut deep. [Ap-
plause.] I am reminded, as a matter of fact, that proposal
No. 4, on this blackboard diagram, the proposal of the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. Lewis] is an epitaph as to the
possibility of much of an estate tax by any of the sovereign
Commonwealths of this Union. [Applause.] - Did not Mrs.
Malaprop say something about “a nice disarrangement of
epitaphs ”?

What I want fo say is this: Are we looking solely for
revenue upon bases which are fundamentally sound, from
the standpoint of economics, or are we indirectly and in-
sidiously trying fo thrust a form of social legislation on the
people in the guise of taxation. Let us be honest with our-
selves and with the Nation.

You will notice that the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Lewisl—and I admire his talent and industry—said in his
speech, while he was presenting his amendment, he pre-
ferred not to discuss the social features, the phychological
features. I am trying to call attention to the fact that those
features are here and are dangerous, and should be dis-
cussed.

Are we insidiously trying to thrust a form of social legis-
lation on the people in the guise of taxation? That is the
question, .and do not forget it. We are offered several
plans of increased graduated taxes upon those who are for-
tunate enough to be rich when they die. We are trying to
do all this in Committee of the Whole. Not five men can
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stand up here now and say what the various proposals
really are, as indicated on the blackboard by the first
straight line, the first hypotenuse, and this last, the dou-
ble jumper. [Laughter and applause.] The Treasury of the
United States needs money and needs it now, and the rich
who die are taxed double in the bill of the Ways and Means
Committee. But it is proposed to tax the dead rich four,
five, or six times on top of the committee’s 50 per cent in-
crease, and some of you will want the rich to die now to fill
the Treasury, or, perhaps, give 30 days’ notice and then die,
to be stripped to the shroud. [Laughter.]

No, Members, this is not a matter for laughter.
most serious.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Washington?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, how much time is lef?

The CHAIRMAN. There is no limit on the time.

Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr, Chairman, I have
been talking over on the Democratic side, and now, Mr.
Chairman, I shall step across the aisle and speak to my
Republican brethren. Speaking on the question of in-
heritance taxes before the National Tax Association in
Washington on February 19, 1925, Mr, Coolidge, then Presi-
dent of the United State, said—you see, this thing has been
brewing for a long time:

If we are to adopt socialism it should be presented to the people
of this country as socialism and not under the guise of a law to
collect revenue. The people are quite able to determine for them-
selves the desirability of a particular public policy and do not ask
to have such policies forced upon them by indirection.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; I yield.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa. Is the gentleman against all
inheritance taxes?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am not, of course. But
inheritance taxes can be laid with reason. The bill as
reported doubles the inheritance tax. There are some who
would lift taxes into a straight-out capital tax; that is, so
that as taxes are paid the principal is eaten into and finally
it is gone. No county commissioner from away back would
do that.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Towa. Will the gentleman from Wash-
ington yield again?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will ask the gentleman
to let me proceed. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield any
further. There are a great many western men here. We
live, prosper, and develop on borrowed money. If we tax
estates beyond a certain point, we will create a desire on
the part of those who have accumulated large sums of
money to dissipate those sums before they die. They quif
investing; and if they do that, we dissipate the chances for
development.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; I yield.

Mr, BLANTON. May I ask whether. or not the gentle-
man from Washington is for the committee bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am, with the amend-
ments as to manufacturers’ tax on canned foods and the
cheaper clothing and shoes.

Mr. BLANTON. Everyone who is for the committee bill
as it is written is naturally against the raising of taxes on
estates and against us who are fighting against the sales tax.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Oh, no. The gentleman
is not stating my position correctly or treating me fairly,
It so happens I was one of the first to lead in the movement
to lift the tax on canned fruit, canned vegetables, canned
fish, and canned meats. But I did not have to help tear the
bill to pieces in order to get that relief. There are other
ways to win than by raring, bucking broncho insurgency,

However, I am not concerned or alarmed about all of this
excitement, about all this hubbub over this tax bill, for

It is
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I am satisfied that even the bill as written, even with the
amendments adopted the other day, and the other amend-
ments to be proposed and adopted, will not even then raise
sufficient revenue. We are fearing an extreme tax bill all
to pieces. Great revenue does not drop into the Treasury
when we in Congress say “ Great revenue, drop into the
Treasury now, instanter.” No. I have a letter from the
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mills, in response to eight
specific inquiries propounded by me. He tells how the debt
is increasing.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman said he had a letter from
Ogden Mills, who favors this sales tax.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I can not yield, please.

This bill, with all the high-sounding brackets the House
has shot into it, will not anywhere raise the revenue. The
other legislative body will hold hearings on this bill for
weeks, debate it for still other weeks, amend it, and it will
be worse.

Mr. Chairman, after we have stricken out the manufac-
turer’s tax, voted down the proposed beer tax, elevated all
income taxes, and raised estate taxes we will come back
here some day all too soon and find it necessary to raise
more revenue in some of the very ways we are now throwing
into the waste basket.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a letter of mine written a
month ago, containing eight questions asked of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, and I have his reply. My time has
about expired. In addition to extending my own remarks,
I ask unanimous consent to print these letters.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington asks
unanimous consent to incorporate as a part of his remarks
the documents referred to. Is there objection?
~ Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, if the Ramseyer substitute were adopted would the
gentleman be in favor of the bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will vote for anything
that will get anywhere near the necessary revenue in a rea-
sonable way, and I will go along with the trained and
experienced members of the Ways and Means Committee
who have acted with nerve, with dignity, and with reason.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON. Mn Chairman, reserving the right to
object, and I shall not object, I want to ask the gentleman-
from Washington whether or not his people back home are
in favor of the sales tax?

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. They favor a balanced
Budget. They want the credit of the Government main-
tained; they want its sovereignty maintained, its defense
kept up, and business from top to bottom given an ordinary
chance, so that the wheels may go round, pay rolls resume,
commodity prices come up, and normal living be restored.

They do not want sovietism or a dictatorship or too much
government. Oh, if I had but five minutes more to speak,
I could tell the gentleman that back in the offing and be-
hind this insurrection in the House is the desire, not to
raise money by taking it from the rich as taxes, but a desire
to actually take away the property of the rich. Socialism,
and then some! I ask you fo study this, think about it, and
10 years from to-day, if you live, please read this ConGrEs-
s1oNAL REcorp as to this day’s proceedings. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOENSON of Washington, Mr. Chairman, a short
time ago I addressed a letter to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Hon. Ogden L. Mills, requesting information on ‘several
questions which were propounded as follows:

1. Estimate deficit for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1932?
302.1;;11:‘?11 was the Treasury deficit for the fiscal year ending June

3. How was that deficit cared for?

4. If bonds were issued then, in what amount and under what

provisions of law?

5. How long do those bonds run and at what rate of interest?

6. What, if anything, is there in the Treasury to the credit of
the soldlers' bonus?

7. What amount will be necessary to the remaining portion
of the soldiers’ bonus In full? g
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I received a reply from the Secretary of the Treasury with
several explanatory tables inclosed. His letter is as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, March 18, 1932,

My Dear ConcrEsSMAN: I acknowledge receipt of your letter
requesting information concerning the deficit for the fiscal years
1931 and 1932, ard also information concerning the soldiers’ bonus.

There is transmitted herewith a copy of the Annual Report of
the Becretary of the for the fiscal year 1831, in which
your atiention is called to the statement appearing on pages 25
and 26. You will note that the deficit for the fiscal year 1931
amounted to more than $902,000,000, and that the deficit for the
fiscal year 1932 has been estimated at over $2,122,000,000. This
last-mentioned figure does not include any funds required on
account of legislation passed since the publication of the Budget
in December, such as payments on account of subscriptions to
the capital stock of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and
the Federal land banks, which may amount to $625,000,000. In
addition, a recent revision of estimates for internal revenue and
customs receipts shows a decline of $117,000,000 from the esti-
mates submitted in the Budget, which will have the effect of
further increasing the deficit by that amount.

The deficit for the fiscal year 1031 was cared for entirely by bor-
rowing, as will also be the case during the fiscal year 1932. It is
not possible to state what particular issues of Government securi-
ties are for the purpose of covering the deficit in receipts. The
Treasury generally bases its borrowings on its estimated needs for
a three months' period and through these borrowings the deficit
is automatically taken care of.

During the fiscal year 1931 the Treasury, in addition to its
short-term borrowings, issued on March 16, 1931, $5984,230,050 face
amount of 33; per cent Treasury bonds of 1941-1943. On June 15,
1831, there was an issue of 31; per cent Treasury bonds of 1946—
1949, aggregating in face amount $821,406,000, and on September
15, 1831 (fiscal year 1932), there was an Issue of 3 per cent Treas-
ury bonds of 1951-1955 in the aggregate face amount of $800,-
423,000. No further issues of bonds have been made since Sep-
tember 15, 1931,

In this connection there is transmitted herewith a copy of the
statement of the public debt of the United States far December
81, 1931, from which you can readily ascertain the dates and
amounts of the issues of securities during the fiscal years 1831
and 1032 which are still outstanding. There is also inclosed a copy
of the Daily Statement of the United States Treasury for Febru-
ary 29, 1932, In which, on page 4, you will find a
statement of the public debt for that date. The 3l per cent
Series A-1932 certificates of indebtedness maturing August 1,
1932, in the amount of $227,631,000 and the 33 per cent Serles
A-1933 certificates maturing February 1, 1933, in the amount of
$144,372,000, have been issued since the statement of December
31, 1931. All of these obligations have been issued under au-
thority of the Libery bond acts, as amended.

You will note from the statement of the public
debt shown on the Daily Statement of the United States Treasury
for February 29, 1932, that there are in the adjusted-service certifi-
cate fund 4 per cent obligations in the amount of $167,200,000.
As the Veterans' Administration needs funds with which to make
loans to veterans or to pay death benefiis, these obligations are
redeemed by the United States Treasury and the funds placed to
the credit of the Veterans' Administration. This is the only fund
in the Treasury held for account of the adjusted-compensation
certificates.

Up to February 29, 1932, there has been approximately £900,-
000,000 loaned out of this fund to the veterans under authority
of the act of February 27, 1831, which liberalized the loan pro-
visions of the admsted—compemation certificates. This sum does
not include loans made Irom the Government life-insurance fund.
In this connection there are transmitted herewith statements
showing certain information regarding loans to veterans on ac-
count of the adjusted-service certificates.

The Veterans' Administration is in a position to furnish you
accurate figures on the amount required to pay the
portion of the soldiers’ bonus in full, but the Treasury is glad

to furnish for your information the following estimated round

figures. As stated above, there has slready been loaned to the

terans approximately $9800,000,000 of the adjusted service cer-
ti¥icate fund, and there is available in the fund at this time
the sum of $167,200,000, making a total of over $1,067,000,000 made
available by Congress for the adjusted service certificate fund.
It has been estimated that the face value of the adjusted-service
certificates outstanding amounts to approximately $3,5600,000,000.
Deducting the above-mentioned funds which have already been
made available and eliminating for the purpose of this computa-
tion the accrued interest on loans that have been made and are
now outstanding leaves approximately $2,400,000,000, which would
be required in approprlatlons to pay the veterans' adjusted-com-
pensation certificates in full.

Very truly yours, Ocpen L. Mirrs,
Secretary of the Treasury.
Hon, ALBERT JOHNSON,
House of Representativas Washington, D. C.
Inclosures.

The following table gives the status of the adjusted
service certificate fund from February 28, 1931, fo Eebrua.ry
29, 1932:

MARcH 22

Adjusted service certificate fund—February 28, 1931, to February

29, 1932
Available funds:
In fund Feb, 28, 1831—
el b RS I AN S B -— £20,461,416.75
Becuritien- . oo Ll 735, 400, 000, 00
Avallabla - Meb 08 108 = .-t e $755, 861, 416,75

Appropriation Mar 4, 1931__ 112, 000, 000.00
Appropriation Dee. 21, 1932__ 200, 000, 000. 00

312, 000, 000. 00
Interest collected—
‘Treasury investments____ 11,439, 522,18
O 1oanBo . Se ot AL 1, 686, 330. 17
— 13,125, 853,35

Available between Feb. 28, 1031, and Feb. 29,
193 -- 1,080, 987, 269. 10

Net expenditures from Feb, 28,
1931, to Feb. 29, 1932:

Death benefits___ ... $20, 606, 943. 46

Bank loans re- .
deemed
(net)--L. = $4, B9T, 519. 04

Direct loans to
veterans..__ 883,231, 112. 52

Total loans from fund. 888, 128, 631.56

908, 734, 575.02
Balance avallable Feb. 29, 1932__________ 172, 252, 694. 08
Cash balance_...._.__ , 052, 694. 08
Securities_ .. __._.... 167, 200, 000. 00
——— e [ ITA. S5, 604. OB
Marce 11, 1832.

The statement below sets forth the total amount of loans
made to veterans under the original adjusted compensation
act as well as the amendatory act of February 27, 1931, pro-
viding for the payment of 50 per cent of the face value of
the certificates.

Total loans to veterans
From adjusted-service certificate fund since Feb,

BTSN In B et e e S AR S T 8878, 809, 266. 40
IRed.eemed bank loans prior to Feb. 28, 1831____. 11, 398, 621. 20

- 890, 207, 887. 60
From Government life-insurance fund:
Unliquidated loans made
prior to Feb. 27, 1931___ $281, 684, 914, 17
Net loans under act of
Feb. 27, 1931 . .. ... - 61,966,421.59

Total net loans from Government life-
. Insurance fund 1Ly

Total net loans through Veterans' Ad-
ministration
Estimated loens held by banks_ . ____________

Total loans from all sources (partly
estimated) 1, 308, 859, 223. 36

Number of certificates outstanding

343, 651, 835.76

1,233, 859, 223. 36
75, 000, 000. 00

Total number of certificates issued.___________ 8, 658, 627
Number of certificates matured on account of
death_ 122,574
Total number of certificates outstand-
ing Jan. 31, 1933_ 38, 635, 953
Total number of certificates held as
security for loans—
By the Government_____________ 2,454, T41
By the banks (estimated)._._... 175, 000
4 —_— 2, 629, T41
Number of unpledged certificates (partly esti- .
mated) Ao 1906, 212

Magrce 10, 1933,

Inasmuch as the statement of the condition of the United
States Treasury is issued daily in circular form, I have not
inserted one of these, but desire to call attention to the fact
that all daily statements as to the receipts since March 15
from income-tax returns show a very heavy drop as compared
with last year’s receipts, compared day by day. The deficit
is increasing.

Knock out the carefully thought-out manufacturers’ tax,
which has the license plan to prevent pyramiding of the
tax, and which now has food and clothing exempted from

17t is estimated that of this number 200,000 certificates are
not eligible for loans because effective less than two years. -
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tax, and you will have to reach here, there, and everywhere
for taxes, many of which will be excise taxes, which will
have to be taken “right on the nose” by the purchaser as
he buys, and you will hear from it everywhere you turn. I
do not object to high income taxes or high profit taxes, but
I do think that a mistake can be made in levying such taxes
too high—that is, if you really desire to raise the enormous
sum of tax money needed to even approximately balance
the Budget.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
speak for 10 minutes. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I am not
conceited enough to arrogate to myself the ability to change
the views of any man in this House on this amendment.
However, I would be recreant to my duty as I understand it
if I did not present a few thoughts to you in connection with
these amendments.

The amendment of my friend from Maryland [Mr. LEwis]
applies income-tax rates to accumulated estates.

Mr. LEWIS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. No; I will not.

Mr. LEWIS. The gentleman is in error in that state-
ment.

Mr. CRISP. I will not yield. The gentleman applies
graduated income-tax rates to estates over $50,000. Now,
what is the effect of that, gentlemen? If is treating the
accumulation of years as income for one year. The gradu-
ated income-tax rate is based on your net earnings for one
year while estate taxes are based on your life’s accumula-
tions. You may by your industry and frugality have saved
during a long life $100,000, $200,000, or $300,000 to leave to
your wife and children. It is not net income for one year.
Those rates apply to your life’s accumulation. I am, of
course, against that amendment. [Applause.]

The amendment of the gentleman from Iowa increases the
rates recommended by the committee, and I understand that
my friend from Iowa claims his amendment will raise about
$200,000,000 in a full year more than the amendment rec-
ommended by the committee.

The amendment recommended by the committee doubles
the estate tax and attaches the maximum of 40 per cent to
estates in excess of $10,000,000.

It is estimated by the Treasury Department that the com-
mittee’s amendment in a full year will raise $150,000,000.
The Treasury Department advises me that the estimates that
my friend from Iowa [Mr. RamMsevEr] has were made by the
staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
and were based on business values in 1930. Of course, the
value to-day of stocks, bonds, and all other property is much
lower than it was in 1930, and therefore I do not believe his
estimate is actually correct, although it was furnished to my
friend. I am simply pointing out this difference. The
Treasury estimates were based on values in 1925.

May I read you what Thomas Jefferson said?—

To take from one because it is thought that his own industry

and that of his fathers has acquired too much, in order to spare

to others who or whose fathers have not exercised equal industry
and skill, is to violate arbitrarily the first principle of association,
*the guaranty to every one of a free exercise of his industry
and the fruits acquired by it.”

[Applause.]

Mr. RANKIN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRISP. No; I do not yield now.

I can add nothing to what I have said. Oh, gentlemen,
I have no wealth, neither have I a brief for the wealthy
class, but I do say that wealth is what enables factories,
industries, railroads, and others to operate and to furnish
employment to many of our good citizens.

I hope both the amendment of the gentleman from Mary-
land and the amendment of the gentleman from Iowa will
be rejected, and that the rates proposed by the committee
doubling the estate tax will be agreed to.

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, of course the specific
purpose of this bill is to raise sufficient revenue to balance
the Budget. Other subject matter has been introduced
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that is undoubtedly extraneous, but revenue is its prime
objective,

I think on a serious matter of this kind we ought to apply
the ordinary rules of common sense. In the surtax rates
we applied rates that we thought dangerously approached
the point of diminishing returns.

It is not inconceivable that the general public and those
who have money and who are in business, with the vision
before them of extortionate rates of this kind, when their
estate is finally liquidated will see to it that there is not
so much increment to be divided among their relatives at
the time of death, and they will endeavor to distribute it in
some other way.

There is only one material advantage that I see in the
Lewis amendment, and that is it would be a constant urge
to everybody in the United States that has accumulated a
fortune to keep on living and not fo die. [Laughter and
applause.] You had better stay here under that kind of a
rate and enjoy it for a while. R

The distinguished leader, Mr. Rainey, said the other day
that after 20 years of research in tax matters he had dis-
covered the answer with regard to raising money is that
you are to get the most feathers with the least squawking
of the goose. Here is a case where the goose can not
squawk—it is dead—and, of course, it is considered an easy
method of securing the money. There is nobody to find
any fault. The goose or gander, whichever it may be, can
not squawk any longer. Now, the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Rankin] has just made one of his characteristic
appeals here on behalf of the toiling masses and the bur-
dens of the toiling masses of the country, and let me say
to the gentleman from Mississippi that he and the rest of
the Members of this House know that the toiling masses
of this country have just as much common sense, just as
much patriotism, just as much loyalty as he has, and they
are just as willing, in an emergency, to subscribe their
share of an equitable tax as any of the rest of the popula-
tion of the country. [Applause.] You do not get very
far with these constant appeals in behalf of the toiling
masses. They do not want these demagogic appeals made
in their behalf. I remember a few years ago when we
had this estate tax before us, Chairman Green, of Iowa,
espoused this tax. It was the only proposition on which
the chairman, Mr. Green, and the distinguished Speaker of
this House, Mr. GARNER, were in accord 100 per cent. They
were both strong for the estate tax. But just look -at the
rates they had at that time. Why, I said a few moments
ago to the former chairman of the committee, Judge Green,
“You were a mild-mannered hold-up man with the rates
you advocated at that time, as compared with Captain Kidd
and his band of pirates who appear here to-day under the
leadership of the gentleman from Maryland.” I[Laughter
and applause.]

Mr, McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas for five minutes.

Mr. O'CONNOR. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. Un-
der the rules, the proponent is allowed five minutes in favor
of a proposition and the opposition five minutes against the
proposition——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the gentle-
man from Kansas desires fo offer a substitute for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. O'CONNOR. I did not know that.

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. McGuein as a substitute for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RaMseEYER]: Strike out the
first five brackets of subsection (b) and section 2.

Mr. McGUGIN, Mr. Chairman, this amendment which I
have offered to the Ramseyer amendment simply says that
the inheritance-tax rate as provided by his amendment will
begin with an estate of $100,000, rather than $10,000.
~ Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield for a correc-
tion?

Mr. McGUGIN. Yes.
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Mr. RAMSEYER. How much of an exemption does the
gentleman seek?

Mr. McGUGIN. I understand the gentleman’s amend-
ment begins at $10,000.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Oh, no; paragraph (c) the exemption
is $50,000.

Mr. McGUGIN. Then why, if you are going to exempt
ten, twenty, thirty thousand dollar estates, why have these
estates absorbed by an exemption?

Mr. RAMSEYER. The $10,000 is above the exemption.

Mr. McGUGIN. Well, Mr. Chairman, in that event, I
will ask to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas asks
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGUGIN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise
in favor of the Ramseyer amendment.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that the time has been exhausted under the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is familiar with the rule,
and the Chair sustains the point of order.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may address the House for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. CLAREKE of New York. I object.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike -out
the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York and calls his attention to the fact that the
last word is $50,000. [Laughter.]

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I hope
the membership will not be too technical in holding me to
the $50,000 when we are discussing estates of $100,000,000
and more. -

All this talk about the confiscation of property and about
the destruction of wealth, I want to say in all kindness,
has been just a bit overdone. I submit that any proposi-
tion which is contained in the Ramseyer amendment, which
provides for a tax of 45 per cent on estates of over $10,000,-
000, is certainly not sufficient justification to wave the flag
and denounce its proponents as radicals. [Applause.] I
refuse to admit that only legislation which creates special
privileges is constructive. There has been too much special
privilege in the past. Since when are Members to be classi-
fied as caastructive and patriotic only when they sponsor
legislation beneficial to large fortunes?

After all, the right of inheritance is a right given by the
State, and without that right there would be no inheritance.

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; I do not yield.

Now, let me give you a few instances in the last two years
of large estates, taken at random from press reports. I cite
these cases only to indicate the size of the fortunes and
estates and in no way to reflect on the decedents. They
were all no doubt well thought of in their respective com-
munities. Thomas B. Slick died August 17, 1930, leaving
an estate of $75,000,000. Dr. J. T. Dorrance, of the Camp-
bell Soup Co., died September 21, 1830, leaving an estate
estimated at $200,000,000. W. P. Foss, of the New York
Trap Rock Corporation, died September 21, 1930, leaving
an estate of $30,000,000. Daniel Guggenheim died Septem-
ber 29, 1930, estate not yet estimated, but it is reported that
it will run in eight, if not nine, figures. Ella von E. Wendel,
died March 15, 1931, estate of $100,000,000, with no known
heirs or next of kin living, though it seems thousands of next
of kin are now scrambling for the estate. George F. Baker,
died May 2, 1931, estate of $75,000,000. Rodman Wanamaker,
died within a year and a half, estate of $41,790,544. Payne
Whitney, died May 25, 1931, estate of $239,301,017. E. H.
Gary, died August 13, 1931, estate of $22,579,521. W. M.
Wright, died August 28, 1931, estate of $60,000,000. Samuel
Mather, died October 19, 1931, estate of $50,000,000. Abra-
ham Erlanger, died March 7, 1930, estate of $75,000,000.
Edward Bok, died January 9, 1931, estate of $23,718,981.
Some of those who have died whose estates have not yet
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been estimated, are Colonel Friedsam, head of B. Altman
& Co., died April 8, 1931, estate of over $50,000,000; Isaac
Gimbel, who died April 12, and others. These are taken at
random, from all sections of the country.

There is no feeling between the adherents of the Lewis
amendment and the adherents of the Ramseyer amend-
ment. These two gentlemen worked out the two proposi-
tions, two plans for an inheritance tax, and the difference
is very slight. Under the Lewis plan the maximum rate is
reached at $500,000, while under the Ramseyer plan the
maximum is reached at $10,000,000.
laMr. LEWIS. And that is what it is now under the present

W.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; there is a very material increase
as the discussion on the subject has already indicated.
Both the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LEwis] and the
gentleman from Jowa [Mr. Ramsevyer] are entitled to the
thanks of their colleagues for their work and labor on this
subject and have made a distinct contribution to this bill.
The increase in the inheritance-tax rate is in keeping with
our program to eliminate the sales tax provision and with
the policy not only to raise needed revenue but to establish
social legislation which will eventually prevent the concen-
tration of wealth of the Nation into the hands of a few
families. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. MARTIN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr., LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
LaGuardia amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The genrtleman is recognized for five
minutes.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, Chairman, I shall not yield to a feeling
natural under the circumstances. I thought I had pre-
sented this subject dispassionately and endeavored to pre-
sent the actuarial features involved in it.. The difference
between the Ramseyer amendment and that which I pro-
pose is fundamental. The maximum rate of 40 per cent
is reached at $500,000 in the case of my amendment but is
not reached until the $10,000,000 point in the case of the
Ramseyer amendment. This is the trouble with the present
law; it is the trouble with the proposal of the committee;
the maximum rate is so long deferred that the great body
of the estates is passed by before a rate of taxation is
reached that will give us revenue. Let me call attention to a
few facts here that ought to prove decisive. Do you realizs,
you representatives of 120,000,000 people, that the amount
of estates taxed in the United States at this time is about
two and one-half billion dollars, while it is $2,900,000,000 in
Great Britain, with one-third of our population.

What does that mean? That about two-thirds of the
estates of decedents in the United States entirely escape
under the present statute the application of any rates at all,

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield? 7

Mr, LEWIS. I do not. This is a question not of a social
purpose but with me one of being just to the United States
Treasury in the moment of its greatest need. I asked Mr.
Ramsever to yield that I might learn the yield under his
amendment, but he declined. The yield I have given to
you is the yield estimated by men of a stafl competent to
make these calculations, and it shows that we will have
$355,000,000 more revenue under the amendment I propose
than we would have under the proposal of the commitiee.
It would take the place, substantially speaking, of the
present sales-tax schedule. Mr. RAMSEYER’S amendment in
its yield is indefinite. Both our income-tax rates and our
inheritance-tax rates have been written from two points of
view—antimillionairism with regard to the rates at the top
and a disposition to coddle the middle classes with low rates
at the bottom. Listen to a report, made under the direc-
tion of Congress, on our income-tax rates as compared with
the British rates. On $4,000 net in the United States, as
compared with the rate in Great Britain, the British pay-
ment under the present law is fifty-eight and a half times
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as great as the American payment. On $7,000 the British
payment is twenty-one times the American payment. On
$10,000 it is 14 to 1; on $20,000, 6% to 1; on $30,000, 5 to 1;
on $80,000, 215 to 1; and $100,000, 2% to 1. The current
law on inheritance and income taxes in the United States
might just as well be entitled *“ Laws to exempt the middle
classes of the United States from their just burdens of
taxation.”

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary-
land has expired.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for enough time to
. finish a concrete illustration.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I shall have
to object.

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last three words of the Ramseyer amendment. I have the
honor and privilege of belonging to the Captain Kidd Lewis
group, to which the gentleman from New York [Mr. Crow-
ruer] referred. I consider it one of the finest privileges
that has come to me since I have been a Member of Con-
gress. .

I listened to my distinguished colleague from Georgia
quote from Thomas Jefferson. That is the first quotation I
ever heard the gentleman read, or the first statement I ever
heard the gentleman make which I was really surprised af,
coming from the intellect of the gentleman from Georgia, for
whom I have a real admiration and respect. If we followed
out the principles now as set out in the document which he
read—1I repeat, if we follow it out to its logical conclusion to-
day—then the gentleman from Georgia is telling us that the
man who is so unfortunate in his birth that he is obliged to
go into a factory and merely has the opportunity of earning
& daily low wage, striking at one nut or fixing one part of a
machine, through no fault of his own, not being born with a
silver spoon in his mouth and not being given the opportu-
nity of a college education, we should not tax the son of any
of the big multimillionaires of the United States to prevent
privation and want in the families of those who did not have
the advantage of being born rich. That man’s children,
when he goes to work, must go hungry. They must starve for
fear we might interfere with the vested interests of the
multimillionaires of the United States. We who favor these
amendments have been termed communists, reds, and
socialists,

I am not a socialist, but I never worry about being called
a socialist, because I have found out that every time you
attack the vested interests of the country the smoke screen
is put out that you are a red, you are a bolshevist, you are
an anarchist. That is done to keep from the people the
truth of what is really being done to labor. I noticed by
the headlines in the papers throughout the country that the
House was in a terrible turmoil and disorder last Saturday.
It is always in turmoil and disorder in the headlines when
it begins to take money from the pockets of the rich.

Mr. ABERNETHY. We are a mob.

Mr. CONNERY. We are a mob whenever we attempt to
put up the surtaxes on the rich. But when we cut down
taxes under the Mellon plan and when we reduce their taxes
the story goes out in great head lines that the House pro-
ceeded in a very orderly and gentlemanly manner to-day fo
help save the fortunes of the rich in the United States.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

* Mr. CONNERY. I yield.

Mr. CRISP. I know the gentleman has as kindly a feeling
for me as I have for him. Is not that one of the greatest
things in our beloved country that every man works out his
own status in life; and is it not true that many of the mil-
lionaires, many of the intellectual leaders of the Nation,
many of the Members of this House never went to college,
were not born with silver spoons in their mouths, but worked
out their own standing in their community and accumu-
lated what they have? [Applause.]

Mr. CONNERY. That is absolutely true.
the gentleman to tell me how many millionaires there are in
this House of Representatives? [Applause and laughter.]
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Mr. CRISP. I am unable to answer, but I can assure the
gentleman that I am not in that class.

Mr. CONNERY. And I will tell the gentleman that I am
below him in that class. [Applause.]

Now, I have no desire further to take up the time of the
House, except to say that I am in favor of the Lewis amend-
ment and I am happy at the opportunity to be in that
Captain Kidd Lewis class and vote for the Lewis amend-
ment to tax huge estates and use that money for the common
good of the people.

Mr. CRISP, Mr. Chairman, may I see if we can come
to some understanding as to the closing of debate on these
amendments?

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that the debate
on the pending amendments close in 15 minutes. The gen-
fleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Girrorn] wishes five min-
utes, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAwLEY] five minutes.

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman mean the substitute?

Mr. CRISP. The two amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks
unanimous consent that all debate on the pending amend-
ment and the Ramseyer substitute close in 15 minutes. Is
there objection? E

There was no objection.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I wish fo express a
particular thought which has been running through my
mind during the past two or three days. A few days ago
the gentleman from Maryland talked much about special
privilege. He was “agin it.” Bui to-day he, with many
others, seems to believe thoroughly in special penalties. It
seems to me highly inconsistent to favor patent special
penalties and protest supposed or apparent special privi-
leges. If either one is worse than the other, special penal-
ties should be more condemned than special privileges cre-
ated through an attempt to protect industry by means of a
tariff.

In the last tax bill we recognized the rights of the States
in the field of inheritance taxes and credited them with
80 per cent. Has not the committee gone far enough to
satisfy everybody when it doubles the last tax imposed and
“takes it all,” giving the States no portion of this additional
amount?

In this form of taxation there is a lack of comity among

the States. Certain ones take a portion of a nonresident’s
tax if the property of the corporation of which he may own
shares is located in whole or in part within that State.
Nonresidents are taxed in various ways under inheritance
laws, and executors find it most difficult to obtain releases
and settle such various claims in order to make final distri-
bution. The advice is given us, “Die in your own State;
have all your securities in a safe deposit box in that State;
have all your securities in corporations organized in that
State, and see to it that such corporations own property
located only in the same State or else your execufor will
have to pay as well the various and complicated taxes levied
by other States.”

We know these conditions. The States have inheritance
tax laws of various rates and in various forms which must
be satisfied. I repeat that having doubled the amount of
this tax and given nothing of the extra amount to the
States, we have gone far enough.

It is not within our rights to assail special privileges when
we are now so enthusiastic about imposing special penalties
on both individuals and classes. [Applause.]

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, all of this talk about
the confiscation of wealth and all such, in my judgment, is
to drag a red herring across the trail. I feel this is a great
day in the history of our country and a lot will be determined
as to how we act here to-day. And I believe that if I under-
stand the temper of this House, we will act in the interest
of America by raising these inheritance and estate tax rates.

When some Members of Congress propose to levy a sales
tax, which will add a burden on the poverty and necessities
of our country, I feel that certainly there can be no objection
to a proposal to levy a 45 per cent tax on estates of
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$10,000,000 and over and that certainly is no excuse for call-
ing it socialism.

In my judgment, the Ramseyer amendment and the Lewis
amendment do not go far enough. Why should you levy the
same rate of inheritance tax on estates of $500,000 as you do
on estates of $100,000,000, as some of these estates are? I
think we should have an amendment to the amendment
raising that levy when we get into the higher brackets and
not stop at $500,000. The Ramseyer amendment stops at
$10,000,000. Why should we stop at $10,000,000 and leave
the same rate on estates of $200,000,000 or nearly a half
billion dollars as we have on an estate of $10,000,0007?

My friends, it seems to me that to-day we might refer
back to the time of old Joshua, when his forces were mus-
tered on the plains of Jordan to assail the walls of Jericho.
I feel that we here to-day will show that we are in favor
of a tax system which will help America to come more and
more into her own for equal opportunities, as was intended
by the Constitution.

A great many Members of this House have taken the floor
and spoken about the great concentration of wealth in this
country. I am one who believes the concentration of wealth
and abuse of wealth have caused some of the evils which
we face to-day.

There is only one way to get at these greaf estates and
this great wealth. We can not take it away from them and
divide it among our people. We do not stand for that, but
stand for a system which will remedy the situation, We
can remedy these things by taxation. Taxation has two
purposes. One is o raise revenue, and we propose to raise
revenue under this bill.

I do not see how anyone can object to raising the rates
on these great estates, especially when it is proposed to levy
a toll or tax of $15 or $25 annually on the necessities of
life, which would fall heavily on people who are earning
only $1,000 a year. The fact is, that people in my section
earn much less than that, the farmers and the laboring
men, have almost no income; it has nearly reached the van-
ishing point, and I for one do not propose to make that bur-
den heavier by adding the weight of this iniquitious sales
tax to the people I represent or the people of this country.
They say it is easily collected. Sure, for the people will not
have high-priced lawyers to try to find loopholes and resist.
They are patriotic and will pay, but I shall resist for them to
the last the levying of such a fax. Many are walking the
streets without work, and yet it is proposed to tax the shoes
they must wear and the other things they must buy. I dis-
sent, gentlemen of the Congress, and say the levy we propose
here is not near the burden it would be if we put on this
sales tax.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield for a state-
ment?

Mr, PATTERSON. Yes.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have had many Members ask me the
time in which estates may be settled. The law is one year
and six months added without interest, and the commis-
sioner, upon a showing of hardship, can extend that period
for t.hree more years. That makes four and a half years all
told.

Mr. PATTERSON.
tribution.

Now, members of the committee, the second reason: Ap-
portion the tax where it has to be levied, as it does in all civ-
ilized countries, so as to make those most able to pay bear the
burden of taxation. This in effect is a social purpose, and its
aim in a country with large concentrated wealth, as we have
here, is to prevent the further concentration and give the
great masses who have now only a small amount of the
wealth an opportunity to acquire an income sufficient to
have a home and rear a family, Mr. Chairman, I believe
every American who works and does his duty and supports
the Constitution and the laws and makes his contribution
as an American citizen has the right to a home, and to rear a
family and prepare them for life and its responsibilities. I

. do not believe any Member of this House will take the posi-

I thank the gentleman for that con-
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tion that with the large concentration of wealth, as has
been outlined in previous speeches by a number of gentle-
men of this House, it is not getting more and more difficult
to do this.

In view of this fact I for one stand unqua.llﬂedly now, as
I have in the past, to remedy this system as best we may
under the laws and Constitution of our great counfry. So
I support a higher estate tax than that recommended by
the committee, believing that this is one way of helping
bring that about.

I believe we are all agreed that more in wages and income
among the great masses of people is needed in this country
to increase the purchasing power of our people who are in
need. Talk about improving business, what it needs. This
will do that. And will anyone question the fact that a sound
tax system will contribute to cause these men to put
more in wages and thereby make a social contribution to
our couniry? True, this blessing, wealth, is to promote in-
dustry and pay wages, which will help men build homes and
support families. And, I believe that the right kind of taxes
will cause that to be done. I have therefore supported these
increases on higher incomes and estates.

Then, finally, will anyone take the position that most of
these great estates which have been built up were not
accelerated by concessions in many instances given by gov-
ernments? In all instances they have had protection, and
in a great many instances gifts and concessions worth
millions; and then, too, I wonder if there are any here who
remember the thievery practiced in the old days by selling
stock for public-utility developments and then the freeze
out, and such like. Then the large pressure on legislatures
and city governments—many of these concessions have
helped build up these great fortunes. And then, too, as the
estates become larger they get international concessions and
demand the Army and Navy to defend them. I doubt not
there are in our counfry to-day certain great companies
which, if the truth were known, have cost our Government
almost as much as 50 per cent of their great estates to
defend and protect them in their ruthless methods.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons and others which time will
not permit giving at this time I hope that we will not
only. adopt these amendments but will, as I say, not stop
the graduation of this tax at this figure but will graduate it
to correspond on through the very high brackets.

I stand foursquare for principles which will promote labor
and develop industry and the resources of our country and
preserve the people’s right in these things and dispense
these blessings to all of our people, and thereby giving bet-
ter opportunities to our farmers, laborers, professional and
business people, to the end that we may remedy the evils
which face this country and bring about prosperity and
relief for the great masses of our people.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, reference has been made
to the estate tax in Great Britain. Great Britain has no
local estate taxes such as we have in the States of the
United States. There is only one estate tax on an estate in
that country while we have two. Taking into consideration
the fact that rates are imposed on lower brackets in that
country than in ours, our estate tax, as a whole, bears about
as heavily upon the estates of this country as the English
rates do on estates in England. On the whole our estate
taxes are comparable with those in England. But whether
our estate taxes aggregate less than those in another coun-
try is not the question. What we are to decide is how great
a burden should we place. I think it is agreed that England
would be better off if they could lower their estate taxes.

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes.

Mr. CRISP. I failed to say this: The highest estate tax
this counfry has ever had and collected was 25 per cent in
the act of 1924, when there was a rate of 40 per cent. In
1926 that was repealed and made retroactive to 25 per cent.
So this country has never had an estate tax of over 25 per
cent, while this bill, as reported, makes it 40 per cent.

Mr. RAMSEYER. We had a rate of 40 per cent in 1924,
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Mr. CRISP. It was repealed in 1928; it was made retro-
active and no taxes were collected higher than 25 per cent.
Mr. RAMSEYER. They were collected but refunded.

Mr. HAWLEY. I think this deserves the attention of the
committee: When a man dies his estate immediately be-
comes frozen assets. The courts, on the one hand, control
the action of the administrator or executor; the Federal
Government controls his actions to determine the amount
of the estate for Federal tax purposes and the State gov-
ernment for State tax purposes. So the estates are tied up
in a most unmanageable way, which operates to depreciate
the value of the estate, in the first instance,

Immediately upon the death of a decedent the tax liens
attach upon the value it has at that time. The fluctuations
that may occur later have no effect upon the amount of
money to be paid, and this tax lien upon the estate of both
the State and the Federal Governments is a burden upon
the estate. Estate taxes interfere with the normal operations
of business concerns, large and small.

The committee proposes in the bill to levy a reasonable
amount of tax upon the transfers from the decedent to
those to whom the estate is to be distributed. '

I accord to every man the same freedom of opinion as I
claim for myself, but there is no justification for an attempt
to divide up the estates of this country by means of taxation
at this time. We need now, more than ever in the recent
history of this country, capital that can be readily availed
of in the hands of people who know how to use it to make
products, to employ labor, and to reinstate the industries of
this country; and not to tie up continually, as men die, great
amounts of wealth and place upon such amounts a burden
that is not payable in kind, because if the property is in
acres of land worth, say, $100 an acre and there is no sale
for the land, the Government and the State demand “ money,
money, money —not acres of land, not their proportion of
the estate in kind.

This demand for payment of estate taxes in money can
not be avoided, but we can be reasonable in the public de-
mand as to the amount to be taken for public uses. An
estate tax is a capital levy. The accumulations which have
created an estate have paid the various income taxes to the
Federal Government, and State and local taxes, unless it
consists of tax-exempt securities. The estate tax is a super-
tax. While there are some very large estates, the generality
of them are of more moderate amounts. The sudden de-
mand for a considerable portion of an estate is an embar-
rassment that at least can not benefit the businesses in
which they are included. If the fax be unreasonably large, it
may do serious harm. This is not the time to add a further
~ complication to the business of the country. The rates pro-
posed by the committee are as high, in our judgment, as
it is advisable to go, and this conclusion was reached after
due consideration.

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment
to the Ramseyer substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ParTerson: Just preceding paragraph
(c) in the Ramseyer amendment insert the following: " $7,116,000
upon net estates of $20,000,000, and upon net estates in excess of
$20,000,000, in addition, 50 per cent of such excess.”

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the substitute
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. LaGuarpia) there were—ayes 204, noes 45.

So the substitute was agreed fo.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment as
amended by the substitute.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Crisp) there were—ayes 156, noes 123.

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers
Mr. Crisp and Mr, RAMSEYER.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported
that there were—ayes 190, noes 149,
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So the amendment as amended by the substitute was
agreed to.

The Clerk resumed the reading of the bill for amendment
at page 189, line 15.

Mr., LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry,

The CHAIRMAN., - The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It is my understanding that under the
consent granted by the House we were to read the inherit-
ance-tax provision, take a vote on any amendment which
may be offered, and afier that vote we were to proceed with
the manufacturers’ tax. As I heard the reading of the
Clerk, he continues to read on the estate tax. The purpose,
as the gentleman from Georgia will recall, was to get the
sentiment of the House on the estate tax and let the ad-
ministrative features and the giff-tax provision go until we
disposed of the other matters.

Mr. CRISP. I would say to my friend that that was the
understanding, but there are only two or three short sec-
tions in connection with the estate tax and I thought we
might read them. I want to say to the gentleman that the
chief of the drafting division tells me the adoption of the
amendment might necessitate one or two little amendments
in these other sections to carry out the effect of the amend-
ment just adopted, and I will ask the drafting division to
prepare those amendments making effective exactly what
the committee has just done by adopting the Ramseyer
amendment, and we can refer to that later and offer such
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

BEC. 402, CREDITS AGAINST TAX

(&) The credit provided in section 301 (c¢) of the revenue act of
1926, as amended (80 per cent credit), shall not be allowed in
respect of such additional tax.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike cut
the last three words and ask unanimous consent to proceed
for 15 minutes.

Mr. PETTENGILL and Mr. O’'CONNOR objected.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I can say what I have to say in five
minutes. In the first place, I came here 10 years ago, and
have followed the Democratic leadership of this House in
most instances. I have been almost ultraconservative. I
am one of the few Members who do not believe it is necessary
to have a tax bill of $2,000,000,000 to be paid for in
two years. I am a Member who does not believe that it is
necessary to balance the Budget at this time by such a
burden upon the backs and stomachs of the poor when
there is so much suffering in this country. I believe in that
old doctrine, “ God have mercy on the rich, for the poor can
beg.” [Laughter.]

Now, the House refuses to follow its leadership, and I
understand it is a revolf. I came from the country where
my ancestors fought in the Revolutionary War. One of my
ancestors was in the Provincial Congress of North Carolina.
I am not a communist. I am not a bolshevist. I represent
the third North Carolina district in Congress, and I am going
to be renominated, possibly without opposition. [Laughter
and applause.] :

I expect to come back. I am not saying what will happen
to some of you who vote for this bill. I had the assurance
of the leadership of the House that salaries would not be
cut. But no set of men can drive me anywhere. I am a
$10,000 a year man. [Applause.] When I came to Con-
gress I was making $20,000 a year practicing law. [Ap-
plause.] Some of you fellows who are hollering and who
want to cut salaries may be worth less in your communities
than you are receiving now, but I am worth more because
I represent the soul of the people. We do not want Congress
to be a rich man’s club. When it becomes so, privilege will
rule in the land.

This bill will never pa